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[bookmark: _Hlk160612778]Figure S1. Alterations of protein abundance, intrinsic functional characteristics, and mRNA levels of Kv7 (KCNQ)/M potassium channels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 1.
(A and B) Western blot analysis of KCNQ2 (A) and KCNQ3 (B) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, phosphorylated buffer solution (PBS)-, inactivated (heat-killed, HK) tumor cells-, and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery (n=4 rats per group). Upper: Representative blots are shown.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1](C and D) Electrophysiological analyses of M-currents in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons obtained from naïve, PBS-, HK-, and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats, recorded at 14 days after surgery (n=42-64 cells from six rats per group). (C) Representative traces of M-currents from deactivation current records at -50 mV (by a 1-second hyperpolarizing pulse from -20 mV to -110 mV in increments of -10 mV at 4 second-intervals) are shown. Scale bar = 30 pA, 300 ms.
(E) Representative traces of deactivation currents in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons obtained from naïve and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats, recorded at 14 days after surgery. The cells were held at -20 mV to generate sustained outward currents, and then, the channels were deactivated by applying a 1-second hyperpolarizing pulse from -20 mV to -110 mV in increments of -10 mV at 4 second-intervals. Scale bar = 200 pA, 300 ms.
(F) Mean instantaneous and steady-state current-voltage (I–V) relationships for M-currents in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, HK-, and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats, obtained by measuring the current at the beginning and the end of the voltage pulse, respectively (n=11-12 cells per group).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2](G and H) Plots of the voltage-dependence of fast (G) and slow (H) deactivation time constants (τ) of M-current in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, HK-, and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats (n=11-12 cells per group). Data points were fitted with a Boltzmann equation.
(I and J) Inhibition of M-current by XE-991 (0.1 μM to 10 μM) recorded from ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1 tumor cells-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery. (I) Representative traces of M-current recorded from ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of naïve and MRMT-1 rats, in the presence of XE-991 at 0, 0.3, and 3 μM. 
(J) Concentration-response curves for the inhibition of M-current by XE-991 in naïve (black, n=10) and MRMT-1 (red, n=8) rats. The curves were fitted with Hill function.
(K and L) RT-qPCR analysis of KCNQ2 (K) and KCNQ3 (L) mRNA levels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues across naïve, PBS, and MRMT-1-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery (n=9 rats per group). 
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. ***p<0.001, one-way ANOVA followed by Dunnett's post hoc test for (A), (B), (D), (K), and (L); two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (F)-(H) and (J).
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[bookmark: _Hlk160612794][bookmark: _Hlk157704054][bookmark: _Hlk157704097]Figure S2. Transcriptomic profiling of ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues between naïve and bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 1.
(A) Principal component analysis (PCA) of gene expression in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues in bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats and the control PBS-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery. Dots represent the sample. The PBS and BCP groups are indicated in blue and red color, respectively (n=3 rats per group).
(B) Heat map of differentially expressed genes (DEGs) expression in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues between BCP model rats and the PBS-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery. Red indicates high expression, and blue represents low expression.
(C) Venn diagrams of DEGs in BCP model rats and the PBS-treated rats and shared genes between the two groups.
(D) Bar plot shows the number of significantly up- and down-regulated genes in the DRG tissues between BCP model rats and the PBS-treated rats. Filtered by q value < 0.05, log2 (FC) > 1.0. 
(E) Volcano plot of all DEGs in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues between BCP model rats and the PBS-treated rats. Significantly up-regulated genes are shown as red dots, whereas down-regulated genes are shown as blue dots.
(F) Network diagram of the intersection composed of differentially expressed genes with HDAC2.
(G) Extraction and visualization of the module for differentially expressed genes that were associated with HDAC2. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk160612807]Figure S3. Identification of the histone deacetylation modification of kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes promoter by HDAC2 in the DRG neurons of bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 1.
(A-C) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining of HDAC2 with NF200 (A), CGRP (B), and IB4 (C), respectively, in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=3 rats per group). Scale bar = 25 μm.
[bookmark: _Hlk157940233](D-F) Violin plots show the mean fluorescence intensity of HDAC2 in NF200+- (D), CGRP+- (E), and IB4+- (F) DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=50-70 cells from three rats per group).
(G) Schematic illustration of the HDAC2-binding sites at the kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes promoter using chromatin immunoprecipitation (ChIP) followed by DNA agarose gel electrophoresis.
(H-J) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of HDAC2 in the kcnq2 (site 1 and site 2) and kcnq3 genes promoter, in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=5-9 rats per group). (H) kcnq2 site 1; (I) kcnq2 site 2; (J) kcnq3.
(K-N) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of acetylated histone 3 (H3Kac) and acetylated histone 4 (H4Kac) in the kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes promoter, in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=6-9 rats per group). (K and L) The enrichment of H3Kac in kcnq2 (K) and kcnq3 (L) genes promoter. (M and N) The enrichment of H4Kac in kcnq2 (M) and kcnq3 (N) genes promoter.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, one-way ANOVA followed by Dunnett's post hoc test for (D)-(F) and (H)-(N).
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[bookmark: _Hlk130909235][bookmark: _Hlk127709667][bookmark: _Hlk160612827]Figure S4. Intrathecal trichostatin A (TSA) rescues the decreased expression of Kv7(KCNQ)/M potassium channels in DRG neurons, as well as the neuronal hyperexcitability and pain hypersensitivity in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 1.
[bookmark: _Hlk157782471](A-D) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA and protein abundance of KCNQ2 (A and B) and KCNQ3 (C and D) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve rats, and the MRMT-1-treated rats that received intrathecal TSA or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation. n=7-10 rats per group for (A and C), n=4 rats per group for (B and D). Upper in (B and D): Representative blots are shown.
(E-I) Electrophysiological analyses of M-currents (E and G) and neuronal excitability (F-I) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal TSA or vehicle, recorded at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation.
(E and F) Representative traces of M-currents (E) and neuronal action potentials (F) evoked by a depolarizing current pulse (1-second, 2-fold AP rheobase) are shown. Scale bar = 100 pA, 300 ms for (E), and 20 mV, 100 ms for (F).
(G-I) Plots of M-current density, frequency of action potentials (APs), inter-spike intervals (ISI), AP amplitude, after hyperpolarization (AHP) amplitude, AHP duration at 80% repolarization (AHP80% duration) (G), threshold potential (H), and rheobase (I) (n = 20–30 cells from six rats per group).
(J and K) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT (J) and PWL (K) for naïve rats, and BCP model rats that received intrathecal TSA or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=11-13 rats per group).
(L) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=11-13 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, one-way ANOVA followed by Tukey’s post hoc test for (A)-(D), unpaired t test for (G)-(I), two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test for (J)-(L).
[bookmark: _Hlk130909267][bookmark: _Hlk127709703][image: ]
Figure S5. Intrathecal sodium butyrate (SB) rescues the decreased expression of Kv7(KCNQ)/M potassium channels in DRG neurons, as well as the neuronal hyperexcitability and pain hypersensitivity in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 1.
(A and B) RT-qPCR analysis of KCNQ2 (A) and KCNQ3 (B) mRNA levels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats that received intrathecal SB (10 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=3-5 rats per group).
(C and D) RT-qPCR analysis of KCNQ2 (C) and KCNQ3 (D) mRNA levels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (30 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=4-5 rats per group).
(E and F) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT (E) and PWL (F) for BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (10 mM, 30 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=10-11 rats per group).
(A’ and B’) RT-qPCR analysis of KCNQ2 (A’) and KCNQ3 (B’) mRNA levels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (100 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=8-11 rats per group).
(C’-G’) Electrophysiological analyses of M-currents (C’ and E’) and neuronal excitability (D’-G’) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (100 mM) or vehicle, recorded at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation.
(C’ and D’) Representative traces of M-currents (C’) and neuronal action potentials (D’) evoked by a depolarizing current pulse (1-second, 2-fold AP rheobase) are shown. Scale bar = 100 pA, 300 ms for (C’), and 20 mV, 100 ms for (D’).
(E’-G’) Plots of M-current density, frequency of action potentials (APs), inter-spike intervals (ISI), AP amplitude, after hyperpolarization (AHP) amplitude, AHP duration at 80% repolarization (AHP80% duration) (E’), threshold potential (F’), and rheobase (G’) (n = 20–30 cells from six rats per group).
(H’ and I’) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT (H’) and PWL (I’) for BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (100 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=10 rats per group).
(A’’-D’’) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA and protein abundance of KCNQ2 (A’’ and B’’) and KCNQ3 (C’’ and D’’) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (300 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation. n=7-9 rats per group for (A’’ and C’’); n=4 rats per group for (B’’ and D’’). Upper in (B’’ and D’’): Representative blots are shown.
(E’’-I’’) Electrophysiological analyses of M-currents (E’’ and G’’) and neuronal excitability (F’’-I’’) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (300 mM) or vehicle, recorded at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation.
(E’’ and F’’) Representative traces of M-currents (E’’) and neuronal action potentials (F’’) evoked by a depolarizing current pulse (1-second, 2-fold AP rheobase) are shown. Scale bar = 100 pA, 300 ms for (E’’), and 20 mV, 100 ms for (F’’).
(G’’-I’’) Plots of M-current density, frequency of action potentials (APs), inter-spike intervals (ISI), AP amplitude, after hyperpolarization (AHP) amplitude, AHP duration at 80% repolarization (AHP80% duration) (G’’), threshold potential (H’’), and rheobase (I’’) (n = 20–30 cells from six rats per group).
(J’’ and K’’) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT (J’’) and PWL (K’’) for BCP model rats that received intrathecal SB (300 mM) or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=14-16 rats per group).
(L’’-N’’) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration. (L’’) SB (10 mM, 30 mM); (M’’) SB (100 mM); (N’’) SB (300 mM). n=10-11 rats per group for (L’’); n=10 rats per group for (M’’); n=14-16 rats per group for (N’’).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001; ns, not significant, unpaired t test for (A)-(D), (A’), (B’), (E’)-(G’), (A’’)-(D’’), and (G’’)-(I’’); two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test for (E)-(F), and (L’’), and two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (H’)-(I’), (J’’)-(K’’), and (M’’)-(N’’).
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[bookmark: _Hlk130909300][bookmark: _Hlk127709730][bookmark: _Hlk157941025]Figure S6. Validation of the efficiency of HDAC2 knockdown in DRG neurons by lentivirus expressing HDAC2 shRNA with GFP (LV-shHDAC2) in cultured rat DRG neurons and in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 2.
(A-D) In cultured rat DRG neurons. 
(A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with HDAC2 and GFP in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-shHDAC2 and the control LV-GFP, respectively. Scale bar = 10 μm. 
(B) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of HDAC2 in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-shHDAC2 and LV-GFP, respectively (n=103-136 cells from three rats per group). 
(C and D) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of HDAC2 mRNA (C) and protein (D) abundance in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with either LV-shHDAC2 or the control LV-GFP. n=8 rats per group for (C); n=4 rats per group for (D). Upper in (D): Representative blots are shown.
(E-H) In bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats. 
(E) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with HDAC2 and GFP in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shHDAC2 or the control LV-GFP, performed on day 7 after virus administration. Scale bar = 50 μm.
(F) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of HDAC2 in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shHDAC2 or the control LV-GFP (n=118-126 cells from three rats per group). 
(G and H) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of HDAC2 mRNA (G) and protein (H) abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shHDAC2 and LV-GFP, respectively. n=6-7 rats per group for (G); n=4 rats per group for (H). Upper in (H): Representative blots are shown.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (B)-(D) and (F)-(H).
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Figure S7. Identification of upregulated expression of MeCP2 in DRG neurons and increased enrichment of MeCP2 in the kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes promotor in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 3.
(A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with MeCP2, HDAC2, KCNQ2/KCNQ3, and DAPI in cultured rat DRG neurons. Scale bar = 10 μm.
(B and C) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of MeCP2/HDAC2 corepressor complex in the kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes promoter in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS, and MRMT-1-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery (n=7-9 rats per group).
(D-F) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining of MeCP2 with NF200 (D), CGRP (E), and IB4 (F), respectively, in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons obtained from naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=3 rats per group). Scale bar = 25 μm.
(G-I) Violin plots show the mean fluorescence intensity of MeCP2 in NF200+- (G), CGRP+- (H), and IB4+- (I) DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=61-91 cells from three rats per group).
(J) Western blot analysis of MeCP2 protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery (n=4 rats per group). Upper: Representative blots are shown.
(K and L) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of MeCP2 in the kcnq2 (K) and kcnq3 (L) genes promoter in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS, and MRMT-1-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery (n=5-10 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, one-way ANOVA followed by Dunnett's post hoc test.
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[bookmark: _Hlk130909365][bookmark: _Hlk127709786][bookmark: _Hlk158022782]Figure S8. Validation of the efficiency of MeCP2 knockdown in DRG neurons by lentivirus expressing MeCP2 shRNA with ZsGreen (LV-MeCP2) in cultured rat DRG neurons and in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 3.
(A-D) In cultured rat DRG neurons. 
(A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with MeCP2 and ZsGreen in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-MeCP2 and the control LV-ZsGreen, respectively. Scale bar=10 μm.
(B) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of MeCP2 in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-MeCP2 and LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=120-144 cells from three rats per group). 
(C and D) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA (C) and protein (D) abundance of MeCP2 in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with either LV-MeCP2 or LV-ZsGreen. n=8 rats per group for (C); n=4 rats per group for (D). Upper in (D): Representative blots are shown.
(E-H) In bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats.
(E) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with MeCP2 and ZsGreen in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-MeCP2 or the control LV-ZsGreen, performed on day 7 after virus administration. Scale bar = 50 μm.
(F) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of MeCP2 in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-MeCP2 and LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=129-142 cells from three rats per group).
(G and H) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA (G) and protein (H) abundance of MeCP2 in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-MeCP2 or LV-ZsGreen. n=6-7 rats per group for (G); n=5 rats per group for (H). Upper in (H): Representative blots are shown.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (B)-(D) and (F)-(H).
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Figure S9. Identification of the involvement of MeCP2/Sin3A/HDAC2 corepressor complex in the transcriptional repression of Kv7(KCNQ)/M potassium channels in DRG neurons of bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 3.
(A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with Sin3A, HDAC2, MeCP2, and DAPI in cultured rat DRG neurons. Scale bar = 10 μm.
(B) RT-qPCR analysis of Sin3A mRNA levels in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats that received intrathecal Sin3A siRNA or the scramble control, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=6 rats per group).
(C and D) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of MeCP2/HDAC2 corepressor complex in the kcnq2 (C) and kcnq3 (D) genes promoter in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal Sin3A siRNA or the scramble control, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=5-9 rats per group).
(E) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT for BCP model rats that received intrathecal Sin3A siRNA and the scramble control, respectively (n=14 rats per group).
(F) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=14 rats per group).
(G) Schematic illustration of MeCP2/Sin3A/HDAC2 corepressor complex binding to the kcnq2/kcnq3 genes promotor.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (B)-(D); two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (E) and (F).
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Figure S10. Identification of upregulated expression of EGFR in DRG neurons and the involvement of EGFR in transcriptional repression of Kv7 (KCNQ)/M potassium channels and pain hypersensitivity in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 6.
(A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with EGFR, HDAC2, KCNQ2/KCNQ3, and DAPI in cultured rat DRG neurons. Scale bar = 5 μm.
(B-D) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining of EGFR with NF200 (B), CGRP (C), and IB4 (D), respectively, in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons obtained from naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=3 rats per group). Scale bar = 25 μm.
(E-G) Violin plots show the mean fluorescence intensity of EGFR in NF200+- (E), CGRP+- (F), and IB4+- (G) DRG neurons across naïve, PBS-, and MRMT-1-treated rats (n=80-150 cells from three rats per group).
(H and I) Western blot and RT-qPCR analyses of the protein and mRNA abundance of EGFR in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from naïve, PBS, and the MRMT-1-treated rats, performed at 14 days after surgery. n=4 rats per group for (H), n=7-8 rats per group for (I). Upper in (H): Representative blots are shown.
(J-M) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA and protein abundance of KCNQ2 (J and K) and KCNQ3 (L and M) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats that received intrathecal AG1478 or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=5-8 rats per group). Upper in (K and M): Representative blots are shown.
(N and O) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT (N) and PWL (O) for BCP model rats that received intrathecal AG1478 or vehicle, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=11-12 rats per group).
(P) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=11-12 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, one-way ANOVA followed by Dunnett's post hoc test for (E)-(I), unpaired t test for (J)-(M), two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (N)-(P).
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[bookmark: _Hlk130909448][bookmark: _Hlk127709881][bookmark: _Hlk112499150][bookmark: _Hlk158039161][bookmark: _Hlk158039174]Figure S11. Validation of the efficiency of EGFR knockdown in DRG neurons by lentivirus expressing EGFR shRNA with ZsGreen (LV-shEGFR) in cultured rat DRG neurons and in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 6.
(A-D) In cultured rat DRG neurons. 
[bookmark: _Hlk158039187](A) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with EGFR and ZsGreen in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-shEGFR and the control LV-ZsGreen, respectively. Scale bar=10 μm.
(B) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of EGFR in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with LV-shEGFR and LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=100-103 cells from three rats per group). 
(C and D) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA (C) and protein (D) abundance of EGFR in cultured rat DRG neurons at 48 hours after transfected with either LV-shEGFR or LV-ZsGreen (n=6-8 rats per group). Upper in (D): Representative blots are shown.
(E-H) In bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats. 
(E) Representative images show the immunofluorescence staining with EGFR and ZsGreen in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR or the control LV-ZsGreen, performed on day 7 after virus administration. Scale bar = 50 μm.
(F) Violin plot shows the mean fluorescence intensity of EGFR in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR or LV-ZsGreen (n=145-152 cells from three rats per group). 
(G and H) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA (G) and protein (H) abundance of EGFR in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR or LV-ZsGreen (n=6-8 rats per group). Upper in (H): Representative blots are shown.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (B)-(D) and (F)-(H).
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Figure S12. Knockdown of EGFR in DRG neurons disrupts intrathecal epiregulin (EREG)-induced activation of ERK-Runx1 signaling as well as the upregulated expression of HDAC2, the decreased expression of KCNQ2/KCNQ3 protein and, pain hypersensitivity in naïve rats. Related to Figure 6.
(A-C) Western blot analysis of phosphorylated ERK1/2 (pERK1/2, B) and ERK1/2 (C) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR and the control LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=3 rats per group). (A) Representative blots are shown.
(D-F) Western blot analysis of phosphorylated Runx1 at serine 249 site (pRunx1Ser249, E) and Runx1 (F) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR and LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=4 rats per group). (D) Representative blots are shown.
(G-I) Western blot analyses of HDAC2 (G), KCNQ2 (H) and KCNQ3 (I) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR and LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=3 rats per group). Upper in (G-I): Representative blots are shown.
(J) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT for EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR or the control LV-ZsGreen (n=10 rats per group).
(K) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal virus administration (n=10 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, ns, no significant, one-way ANOVA followed by Dunnett's post hoc test for (B), (C), and (E)-(I); two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test for (J) and (K).
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[bookmark: _Hlk130909477][bookmark: _Hlk127709901][bookmark: _Hlk112499289]Figure S13. Knockdown of EGFR in DRG neurons disrupts the activation of ERK-Runx1 signaling in DRG neurons of bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 6.
(A-C) Western blot analysis of phosphorylated ERK1/2 (pERK1/2, B) and ERK1/2 (C) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR and the control LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=6 rats per group). (A) Representative blots are shown.
(D-F) Western blot analysis of phosphorylated Runx1 at serine 249 site (pRunx1Ser249, E) and Runx1 (F) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal LV-shEGFR and the control LV-ZsGreen, respectively (n=6 rats per group). (D) Representative blots are shown.
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. **p<0.01, ***p<0.001; ns, not significant, unpaired t test for (B), (C), (E), and (F).
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Figure S14. Inactivation of ERK-Runx1 signaling in DRG neurons disrupts intrathecal epiregulin (EREG)-induced upregulation of HDAC2 protein as well as the decreased expression of KCNQ2/KCNQ3 protein and pain hypersensitivity in naïve rats. Related to Figure 7.
(A-C) Western blot analysis of HDAC2 (A), KCNQ2 (B), and KCNQ3 (C) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal SCH772984 and vehicle, respectively (n=6 rats per group). Upper in (A-C): Representative blots are shown.
(D-F) Western blot analysis of HDAC2 (D), KCNQ2 (E), and KCNQ3 (F) protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA and the scramble control, respectively (n=4 rats per group). Upper in (D-F): Representative blots are shown.
(G) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT for EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal SCH772984 or vehicle (n=10 rats per group).
(H) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=10 rats per group).
(I) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT for EREG-treated naïve rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA or the scramble control (n=10 rats per group).
(J) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=10 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (A)-(F); two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (G)-(J).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk112499369]Figure S15. Knockdown of Runx1 in DRG neurons disrupts the transcriptional upregulation of HDAC2, abrogates HDAC2-mediated transcriptional repression of kcnq2 and kcnq3 genes, reduces neuronal excitability and attenuates pain hypersensitivity in bone cancer pain model rats. Related to Figure 7.
(A) Western blot analysis of Runx1 protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from bone cancer pain (BCP) model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA or the scramble control, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=5 rats per group). Upper: Representative blots are shown.
(B) ChIP-qPCR assays for the enrichment of Runx1 in the hdac2 gene promoter in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA and the scramble control, respectively (n=4-6 rats per group).
(C and D) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of HDAC2 mRNA and protein abundance in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA and the scramble control, respectively (n=6 rats per group). Upper in (D): Representative blots are shown.
(E-H) RT-qPCR and Western blot analyses of the mRNA and protein abundance of KCNQ2 and KCNQ3 in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG tissues obtained from BCP model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA and the scramble control, respectively. (E and F) for KCNQ2 (n=6 rats per group); (G and H) for KCNQ3 (n=6 rats per group). Upper in (F and H): Representative blots are shown.
(I-O) Electrophysiological analyses of M-currents (I and M) and neuronal excitability (J-O) in ipsilateral L4/5 DRG neurons of BCP model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA or the scramble control, recorded at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation.
(I) and (J) Representative traces of M-currents (I) and neuronal action potentials (J) evoked by a large depolarizing current pulse (1-second, 2-fold AP rheobase) are shown. Scale bar = 100 pA, 300 ms for (I), and 20 mV, 100 ms for (J).
(K and L) Analysis of neuronal firing rate (spikes/second) elicited by a series of 500-ms depolarizing current pulses (in 50-pA steps from 0 pA to 400 pA). (K): Representative traces of evoked action potentials (APs) by 100 pA, 200 pA, and 300 pA depolarizing current pulses are shown. Scale bar = 20 mV, 200 ms.
(M-O) Plots of M-current density, frequency of APs, inter-spike intervals (ISI), AP amplitude, after hyperpolarization (AHP) amplitude, AHP80% duration (M), threshold potential (N), and rheobase (O) (n = 20–30 cells from six rats per group). 
(P) Assessment of ipsilateral PWT for BCP model rats that received intrathecal Runx1 siRNA or the scramble control, performed at 14 days after tumor cells inoculation (n=10 rats per group).
(Q) Assessment of animal’s locomotor function before and after intrathecal drug administration (n=10 rats per group).
Data are presented as mean ± SEM. *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, unpaired t test for (A)-(H) and (M)-(O); two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test for (L), (P), and (Q).


Table S1. KEY RESOURCES TABLE
	REAGENT or RESOURCE
	SOURCE
	IDENTIFIER

	Antibodies

	Rabbit anti-HDAC1 (for Western blot)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab19845

	Rabbit anti-HDAC2 (for Western blot)
	Merck Millipore
	Cat#04-229

	Mouse anti-HDAC2 (for Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab51832

	Rabbit anti-HDAC2 (for ChIP)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab124974

	Rabbit anti-HDAC3 (for Western blot)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab16047

	Rabbit anti-KCNQ2 (for Western blot and Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab22897

	Rabbit anti-KCNQ3 (for Western blot and Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab101785

	Rabbit anti-acetyl-Histone H3  (for ChIP)
	Merck Millipore
	Cat#06-599

	Rabbit anti-acetyl-Histone H4  (for ChIP)
	Merck Millipore
	Cat#06-866

	Rabbit anti-MeCP2 (for Western blot and Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab2828

	Rabbit anti-MeCP2 (for ChIP)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab195393

	Goat anti-Sin3A (for Immunofluorescence staining)
	R&D systems
	Cat#AF6115

	Rabbit anti-EGFR (for Western blot)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab2430

	Goat anti-EGFR (for Immunofluorescence staining)
	GeneTex
	Cat#GTX50671

	Rabbit anti-mouse NeuN
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat#3380041

	Mouse anti-pig GFAP
	Cell Signaling Technology
	Cat#3670

	Mouse anti-NF200
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat#N0142

	Mouse anti-CGRP
	Abcam
	Cat#ab81887

	Rabbit anti-GFP (for Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat#ab6556

	FITC-conjugated Bandeiraea simplicifolia IB4
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat#  L2895

	Rabbit anti-pRunx1Ser249 (for Western blot)
	Cell Signaling Technology
	Cat# 4327

	Rabbit anti-Runx1 (for Western blot and Immunofluorescence staining)
	Abcam
	Cat# ab240639

	Rabbit anti-Runx1 (for ChIP)
	Abcam
	Cat# ab272456

	Rabbit IgG (for ChIP)
	Calbiochem
	Cat.#12370

	Rabbit anti-pERK1/2 (for Western blot)
	Cell Signaling Technology
	Cat# 4370

	Rabbit anti-ERK1/2 (for Western blot)
	Cell Signaling Technology
	Cat# 4695

	Mouse anti-β-actin
	CWBIO
	Cat# CW0096M

	Mouse anti-β-actin (for Western blot)
	Santa Cruz Biotechnology
	Cat.#sc-47778

	TRITC conjugated goat anti-rabbit IgG
	ZSGB-BIO
	Cat#ZF0316

	FITC conjugated goat anti-mouse IgG
	ZSGB-BIO
	Cat#ZF0312

	HRP labeled goat anti-rat IgG (for Western blot)
	ZSGB-BIO
	Cat#ZB2301

	HRP labeled goat anti-mouse IgG (for Western blot)
	ZSGB-BIO
	Cat#ZB2305

	FITC conjugated donkey anti-goat IgG
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat#705-095-147

	Cy3 conjugated donkey anti-goat IgG
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat#711-165-152

	Alexa Fluor 647 Donkey Anti-goat
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat.#705-605-147

	Alexa Fluor 488 Donkey Anti-mouse
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat.#715-545-150

	Alexa Fluor 488 Donkey Anti-rabbit
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat.#711-546-152

	Donkey polyclonal anti-rabbit Cy3
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat.#711-165-152

	Donkey polyclonal anti-mouse Cy3
	Jackson ImmunoResearch
	Cat.#715-165-150

	Bacterial and Virus Strains

	Recombinant lentivirus expressing HDAC2 shRNA linked with GFP (LV-shHDAC2)
	OBIO Technology
	N/A

	Recombinant lentivirus expressing pLVX-mCMV-GFP vector (LV-GFP)
	OBIO Technology
	N/A

	Recombinant lentivirus expressing MeCP2 shRNA linked with ZsGreen (LV-shMeCP2)
	Likeli Technology
	N/A

	Recombinant lentivirus expressingEGFR shRNA linked with ZsGreen (LV-EGFR)
	Likeli Technology
	N/A

	Recombinant lentivirus expressing pLVX-mCMV-ZsGreen vector (LV-ZsGreen)
	Likeli Technology
	N/A

	Chemicals, Peptides, and Recombinant Proteins

	Pentobarbital sodium
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# P3761

	Trichostatin A (TSA)
	Tocris Bioscience
	Cat#1406

	Sodium butyrate
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat#303410

	Sin3A siRNA 
	Origene
	SR513161

	Runx1 siRNA 
	Invitrogen
	Cat# 16708

	AG1478
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat#T4182

	Recombinant Epiregulin (EREG)
	Cloud-Clone Corp
	RPB945Ra01

	SCH772984
	Selleck
	Cat# S7101

	XE-991
	Tocris Bioscience
	Cat#2000-50MG

	Isolectin B4 (IB4)
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# L2895

	DAPI
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# P3761

	DMSO
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# 276855; CAS: 67-68-5

	Roswell Park Memorial Institute 1640 medium (RPMI) Cell Culture Medium
	Gibco
	Cat.#38100-022

	Dulbecco’s modified Eagle’s medium (DMEM)
	Gibco
	Cat# 12100-046

	in vivo jetPEI transfection reagent
	Polyplus-transfection SA
	Cat# 101000030

	Poly-d-lysine (PDL)
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat.#P0296

	Collagenase type IA
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# C9891

	Trypsin type II-S
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# T7409

	Trypsin
	Gibco
	Cat.#15050057

	Neurobasal growth medium
	Gibco
	Cat# 21103049

	B27
	Gibco
	Cat# 17504044

	Glutamax
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat# G7513

	Penicillin-Streptomycin Solution
	Beyotime Biotechnology
	Cat# C0222

	Sodium dodecyl sulfate
	Santacruze
	Cat# sc-264510

	Cytosine arabinoside (Ara-C) 
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat.#C1768

	Fetal bovine serum (FBS)
	ScienProCell 
	Cat# FBS-SPC900A

	Trizol
	Ambion
	Cat.#15596018

	NP-40
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat.#74385

	Sodium deoxycholate
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat.#302-95-4

	Protein A/G Sepharose beads
	Santa Cruz Biotechnology
	Cat.#sc-2003

	Critical Commercial Assays

	PrimeScript RT-PCR Kit
	Takara Bio
	Cat.#RR014A

	BCA Protein Assay Kit
	Pierce
	Cat.#23227

	TRIzol® Reagent 
	Invitrogen
	Cat.#15596026

	RNeasy mini kit
	Qiagen
	Cat.#74106

	TruSeq RNA Sample Preparation Kit
	Illumina
	Cat.#RS-122-2402

	Murine leukemia virus (M-MLV) reverse transcriptase
	Promega
	Cat.#M1705

	GoTaq qPCR Master Mix
	Promega
	Cat.#A6002

	Magna ChIP Assay kit
	Millipore
	Cat.#17-295

	TIANquick Mini_DNA Purification Kit
	Feike Biotechnology Co., Ltd.
	Cat.#DP203-025

	Tris-acetate-EDTA buffer
	Thermo Fisher Scientific
	Cat.#B49

	GelRed
	Beyotime Biotechnology
	Cat.#D0139

	DNA loading buffer
	Takara
	Cat.#9157

	Trans2K® Plus II DNA Marker
	TransGen Biotechnology
	Cat.BM121-01

	Polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF) membrane
	Sigma-Aldrich
	Cat.F0141

	Enhanced chemiluminescence detection kit
	Pierce
	Cat.89880

	Halt™ Protease and Phosphatase Inhibitor Single-Use Cocktail (100X)
	Thermo Fisher
	Cat# 78442

	Epiregulin ELISA Kit 
	NOVUS
	Cat#NBP3-00462

	Experimental Models: Organisms/Strains

	Rat: Sprague-Dawley
	Charles River
	N/A

	MRMT-1 tumor cells
	Provided by Novartis Oncology Research, Basel.
	N/A

	Primer sequences or oligonucleotides

	shRNA targeting sequence: HDAC2, see Table S2
	This paper
	N/A

	shRNA targeting sequence: MeCP2, see Table S2
	This paper
	N/A

	shRNA targeting sequence: EGFR, see Table S2
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for HDAC1, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for HDAC2, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for HDAC3, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for KCNQ2, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for KCNQ3, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for MeCP2, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for Sin3A, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for EGF, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for TGF-α, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for EREG, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for EGFR, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Primers for β-actin, see Table S3
	This paper
	N/A

	Software and Algorithms

	EPC-10 amplifier 
	HEKA
	http://www.heka.com/products/products_main.html#physiol_epc10single

	Patch-Master software 
	HEKA
	http://www.heka.com/downloads/downloads_main.html#down_patchmaster

	RSC-200 rapid solution changer system
	Bio-Logic Science Instruments
	https://www.biologic.net/products/rsc200/

	7500 ABI PRISM Sequence Detector System
	Applied Biosystems
	https://www.thermofisher.cn/cn/zh/home/brands/applied-biosystems.html

	MetaFluor v7
	Molecular Devices
	ccellular-imaging-systems/acquisition-and-analysis-software/metamorph-microscopy

	Leica LAS X 3.0
	Leica
	https://www.leica-microsystems. com/products/microscope-software

	Origin 9.0
	Origin Lab
	https://www.originlab.com/

	GraphPad Prism 9.0
	GraphPad Software
	https://www.graphpad.com/scientific-software/





Table S2. shRNA targeting sequences
	Name
	Sequence

	hdac2
	5’-GCTTGTGATGAAGAGTTCTCAGATTCTGA-3’  

	mecp2
	5’-GTCAGAAGACCAGGATCTC-3’

	egfr
	5‘-GCATAGGCATTGGTGAATT-3’





Table S3. PCR primer sequences
	Genes
	Primer
	Primer Sequence

	PCR

	kcnq2
	Forward
	5’-GTGGTCTACGCTCACAGCAA-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-AGGGTAAACGTCGCTGCTAA-3’

	kcnq3
	Forward
	5’-GCCCACAGTCCTGCCCATCTTGAC-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CCGTTCCAGTTCCTCGTGGTTGACG-3’

	hdac1
	Forward
	5’-CCTCACCGAATCCGAATG-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CGAATAGAACGCAAGAACTTG-3’

	hdac2
	Forward
	5’-TCAAGTTTCTACGATCAATAAGG-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CTTCTCCGACATTAAATCTCTG-3’

	hdac3
	Forward
	5’-GCCAAGACCGTGGCGTATT-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-GTCCAGCTCCATAGTGGAAGT-3’

	mecp2
	Forward
	5’-GGCAAACATGAACCACTACAGC-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CATTAGGGTCCAAGGAGGTGTC-3’

	sin3a
	Forward
	5’-AGGTGGCTCGTCTCTTCAAA-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CAATGGATCCCAGGTATTGG-3’

	egfr
	Forward
	5’-CATCCAGTGCCATCCAGAAT-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CTTCCAGACCAGGGTGTTGT-3’

	egf
	Forward
	5’-CCCGTGTTCTTCTGAGTTCC-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-TGTAACCGTGGCTTCCTTCT-3’

	tgf-α
	Forward
	5’-ATGGTCCCCGCGGCCGGACAG-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-GGCCTGCTTCTTCTGGCTGGCA-3’

	ereg
	Forward
	5’-CAAAGTGTAGCTCTGACATG-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-CTGTACCATCTGCAGAAATA-3’

	β-actin
	Forward
	5’-AGCCATGTACGTAGCCATCC-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-GCCATCTCTTGCTCGAAGTC-3’

	ChIP-qPCR

	kcnq2 (site 1)
	Forward
	5’- TTTCCCATTGTGCGTGTG -3’

	
	Reverse
	5’- TCCATAGCATCAGCAGACA -3’

	kcnq2 (site 2)
	Forward
	5’- GAGAGCTAGATCTGGATCACA-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’- TACGACGCCACTGTGTGT -3’

	kcnq3
	Forward
	5’- GCCCACAGTCCTGCCCATCTTGAC -3’

	
	Reverse
	5’- CCGTTCCAGTTCCTCGTGGTTGACG-3’

	hdac2
	Forward
	5’-TTTGAGCAAGTAGGTGGATTAG-3’

	
	Reverse
	5’-ACCTGAATAGCAACATCTAACAAT-3’





Table S4. Statistical analyses
	Supplementary Table S4. Statistical analyses related to Figures 1-7 and Supplementary Figures S1-S15

	Figure
	Conditions
	Analysis
	p value
	t or F value

	1C
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.1148
	F(2, 12)=2.058

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.4568
	

	1D
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.4855
	F(2, 21)=0.9315

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.3505
	

	1E
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0069
	F(2, 25)=5.697

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0143
	

	1F
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 15)=55.42

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	1G
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0905
	F(2, 16)=2.236

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.5129
	

	1H
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.1754
	F(2, 15)=2.112

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9963
	

	2A
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0462
	t(9)=2.311

	2B
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0353
	t(7)=2.603

	2C
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(14)=6.540

	2D
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(14)=6.298

	2E
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0321
	t(15)=2.362

	2F
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=7.518

	2G
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0059
	t(12)=3.337

	2H
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0002
	t(10)=5.783

	2L
	0 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(8, 410)=17.00

	
	50 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	100 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	150 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	200 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8251
	

	
	250 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0011
	

	
	300 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	350 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	400 pA: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	2M
	M-current density: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0082
	t(51)=2.750

	
	Frequency of Aps: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(47)=4.861

	
	ISI: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0058
	t(31)=2.965

	
	AP amplitude: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0346
	t(39)=2.190

	
	AHP amplitude: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0473
	t(38)=2.050

	
	AHP80% duration: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0399
	t(38)=2.128

	2N
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0036
	t(41)=3.089

	2O
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(33)=6.478

	2P
	Day 0: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(7, 160)=11.60

	
	Day 7: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 10: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.4402
	

	
	Day 14: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 17: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 21: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 24: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 28: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	2Q
	Day 0: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(7, 160)=0.5944

	
	Day 7: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9853
	

	
	Day 10: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9909
	

	
	Day 14: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9981
	

	
	Day 17: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9995
	

	
	Day 21: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9982
	

	
	Day 24: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.7539
	

	
	Day 28: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	2R
	Before drug: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9565
	F(1, 40)=0.03546

	
	After drug: LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8378
	

	3A
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0029
	t(14)=3.602

	3B
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0193
	t(10)=2.786

	3C
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0198
	t(11)=2.724

	3D
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0348
	t(13)=2.357

	3E
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0388
	t(12)=2.320

	3F
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0140
	t(12)=2.874

	3G
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0002
	t(11)=5.548

	3H
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0042
	t(8)=3.963

	3I
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0029
	t(12)=3.723

	3J
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0004
	t(8)=5.796

	3N
	0 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(8, 349)=10.87

	
	50 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	100 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	150 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9998
	

	
	200 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.2110
	

	
	250 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0430
	

	
	300 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	350 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	400 pA: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	3O
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(64)=5.357

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0033
	t(56)=3.065

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0027
	t(34)=3.241

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(61)=3.872

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0060
	t(54)=2.862

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0053
	t(57)=2.896

	3P
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0016
	t(63)=3.307

	3Q
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(38)=5.323

	3R
	Day 0: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(6, 175)=9.751

	
	Day 7: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9997
	

	
	Day 10: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0002
	

	
	Day 14: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 18: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 21: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	3S
	Day 0: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.4790
	F(6, 175)=2.518

	
	Day 7: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9947
	

	
	Day 10: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.3769
	

	
	Day 14: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.5576
	

	
	Day 16: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9162
	

	
	Day 18: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.1082
	

	
	Day 21: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9996
	

	3T
	Before drug: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9831
	F(1, 50)=0.4621

	
	After drug: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.4087
	

	4A
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9036
	F(2, 33)=0.07504

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9464
	

	4B
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.8294
	F(2, 18)=0.1583

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9989
	

	4C
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0330
	F(2, 30)=4.386

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0230
	

	4D
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0046
	F(2, 20)=6.310

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0382
	

	4E
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0002
	t(10)=5.792

	4F
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.1021
	t(10)=1.800

	4G
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=7.594

	4H
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.2126
	t(10)=1.331

	4J
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0273
	t(8)=2.695

	4K
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(20)=8.245

	5A
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0357
	t(9)=2.467

	5B
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=13.06

	5C
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0052
	t(11)=3.471

	5D
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=7.179

	5H
	0 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(8, 243)=11.99

	
	50 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	100 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	150 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9962
	

	
	200 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.5061
	

	
	250 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0200
	

	
	300 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	350 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	400 pA: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	5I
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(31)=7.661

	
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0006
	t(31)=3.818

	
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0106
	t(31)=2.720

	
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(31)=5.246

	
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(31)=4.535

	
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0069
	t(31)=2.892

	5J
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0133
	t(31)=2.627

	5K
	Vehicle vs. EREG
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0170
	t(31)=2.523

	5L
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8602
	F(1, 46)=153.4

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	5M
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9041
	F(1, 46)=0.3040

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9139
	

	6A
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0329
	t(13)=2.387

	6B
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0332
	t(10)=2.468

	6C
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0310
	t(8)=2.612

	6D
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0007
	t(9)=5.052

	6E
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0300
	t(8)=2.634

	6F
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0384
	t(8)=2.475

	6G
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0411
	t(9)=2.382

	6H
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0021
	t(10)=4.119

	6I
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0058
	t(11)=3.417

	6J
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0175
	t(10)=2.842

	6K
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0048
	t(11)=3.526

	6L
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0228
	t(8)=2.812

	6O
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(57)=6.186

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(53)=5.560

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(48)=3.938

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0181
	t(54)=2.437

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0459
	t(49)=2.048

	
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0011
	t(55)=3.449

	6P
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0220
	t(46)=2.371

	6Q
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0046
	t(50)=2.969

	6R
	Day 0: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9997
	F(6, 126)=11.48

	
	Day 7: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 10: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.4615
	

	
	Day 14: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 18: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 21: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	6S
	Day 0: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9981
	F(6, 126)=4.901

	
	Day 7: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 10: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8805
	

	
	Day 14: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0003
	

	
	Day 16: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0040
	

	
	Day 18: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0008
	

	
	Day 21: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0118
	

	6T
	Before drug: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9721
	F(1, 42)=0.01725

	
	After drug: LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9055
	

	7A
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0061
	t(8)=3.696

	7B
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.8557
	t(8)=0.1878

	7C
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0046
	t(7)=4.096

	7D
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0006
	t(10)=4.949

	7E
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0219
	t(10)=2.711

	7F
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=10.12

	7G
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0292
	t(11)=2.506

	7H
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(10)=5.396

	7L
	0 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(8, 252)=6.894

	
	50 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	100 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	150 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	200 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8984
	

	
	250 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0352
	

	
	300 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	350 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	400 pA: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	7M
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(28)=6.420

	
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0016
	t(27)=3.508

	
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0369
	t(20)=2.236

	
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0104
	t(25)=2.771

	
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0295
	t(25)=2.309

	
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0035
	t(25)=3.219

	7N
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0117
	t(27)=2.706

	7O
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0019
	t(27)=3.434

	7P
	Day 0: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(5, 108)=26.11

	
	Day 7: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 14: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 18: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 20: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	7Q
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 36)=0.4500

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.5763
	

	S1A
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(3, 12)=24.32

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	MRMT-1 vs. HK
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S1B
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(3, 12)=27.59

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	MRMT-1 vs. HK
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S1D
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(3, 217)=10.93

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0002
	

	
	MRMT-1 vs. HK
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S1K
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 24)=22.63

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S1L
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 24)=49.23

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S3D
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 177)=49.73

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S3E
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 167)=110.8

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S3F
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 171)=117.7

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S3H
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.8646
	F(2, 13)=0.1192

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9123
	

	S3I
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0200
	F(2, 20)=4.553

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0451
	

	S3J
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0419
	F(2, 21)=5.648

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0093
	

	S3K
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0008
	F(2, 21)=9.036

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0248
	

	S3L
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0096
	F(2, 21)=7.176

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0050
	

	S3M
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0352
	F(2, 22)=4.281

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0389
	

	S3N
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0156
	F(2, 17)=5.516

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0205
	

	S4A
	MRMT-1: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0053
	F(2, 23)=8.592

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs.  Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9984
	

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs. MRMT-1:Vehicle
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0047
	

	S4B
	MRMT-1: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0037
	F(2, 9)=11.45

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs.  Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.2664
	

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs. MRMT-1:Vehicle
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0028
	

	S4C
	MRMT-1: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0494
	F(2, 20)=6.000

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs.  Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.5775
	

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs. MRMT-1:Vehicle
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0086
	

	S4D
	MRMT-1: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0209
	F(2, 9)=6.959

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs.  Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9636
	

	
	MRMT-1: TSA vs. MRMT-1:Vehicle
	One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0313
	

	S4G
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(68)=6.851

	
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0007
	t(68)=3.564

	
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0030
	t(36)=3.179

	
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0322
	t(32)=2.240

	
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0301
	t(37)=2.255

	
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0227
	t(41)=2.367

	S4H
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0192
	t(34)=2.459

	S4I
	Vehicle vs. TSA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(36)=6.849

	S4J
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9990
	F(2, 66)=54.00

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9969
	

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9995
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S4K
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9914
	F(2, 66)=5.964

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.7240
	

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8084
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.2423
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.0055
	

	S4L
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9945
	F(2, 66)=0.1229

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.7608
	

	
	Before drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8270
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9156
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.6531
	

	
	After drug: TSA vs. Vehicle
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.4170
	

	S5A
	Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.3586
	t(5)=1.011

	S5B
	Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.6983
	t(8)=0.4019

	S5C
	Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.1699
	t(8)=1.508

	S5D
	Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.5445
	t(7)=0.6368

	S5E
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9317
	F(2, 56)=0.9760

	
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.4242
	

	
	Before drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.6553
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.6205
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.7816
	

	
	After drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9638
	

	S5F
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9980
	F(2, 56)=0.08059

	
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9736
	

	
	Before drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9865
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8079
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8483
	

	
	After drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9969
	

	S5A'
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0311
	t(14)=2.396

	S5B'
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0094
	t(17)=2.928

	S5E'
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(68)=9.901

	
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0001
	t(68)=4.023

	
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0174
	t(37)=2.490

	
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0074
	t(56)=2.781

	
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(54)=4.333

	
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(56)=6.773

	S5F'
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0192
	t(34)=2.459

	S5G'
	Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0056
	t(46)=2.908

	S5H'
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9345
	F(1, 36)=10.57

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0003
	

	S5I'
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.7728
	F(1, 36)=9.766

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S5A''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0069
	t(14)=3.165

	S5B''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0017
	t(6)=5.401

	S5C''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(12)=5.048

	S5D''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0028
	t(6)=4.871

	S5G''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(25)=8.196

	
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(44)=3.878

	
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0001
	t(37)=4.321

	
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0003
	t(47)=3.924

	
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0016
	t(43)=3.377

	
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0039
	t(38)=3.076

	S5H''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0058
	t(48)=2.888

	S5I''
	Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0172
	t(40)=2.485

	S5J''
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9718
	F(1, 56)=13.03

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S5K''
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9918
	F(1, 56)=22.41

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S5L''
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9104
	F(2, 56)=0.3861

	
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9869
	

	
	Before drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8444
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 10 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.5276
	

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.5276
	

	
	After drug: 10 mM SB vs. 30 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	S5M''
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8173
	F(1, 36)=0.000

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 100 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.8173
	

	S5N''
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 56)=0.08079

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. 300 mM SB
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9034
	

	S6B
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(237)=14.11

	S6C
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0011
	t(14)=4.076

	S6D
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0072
	t(6)=3.989

	S6F
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(242)=20.24

	S6G
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0069
	t(11)=3.317

	S6H
	LV-GFP vs. LV-shHDAC2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0180
	t(6)=3.228

	S7B
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0434
	F(2, 21)=4.232

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0313
	

	S7C
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0276
	F(2, 21)=4.492

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0169
	

	S7G
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 244)=222.5

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S7H
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 243)=162.3

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S7I
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 208)=71.86

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S7J
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0027
	F(2, 9)=11.03

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0145
	

	S7K
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0289
	F(2, 14)=4.855

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0384
	

	S7L
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0173
	F(2, 24)=5.196

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0255
	

	S8B
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(262)=16.73

	S8C
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0017
	t(8)=4.603

	S8D
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0043
	t(6)=4.462

	S8F
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(269)=20.96

	S8G
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0038
	t(14)=3.468

	S8H
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shMeCP2
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0027
	t(11)=3.851

	S9B
	Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0348
	t(10)=2.441

	S9C
	Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0327
	t(8)=2.579

	S9D
	Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0114
	t(16)=2.859

	S9E
	Day 0: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(5, 156)=29.63

	
	Day 7: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 14: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 18: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9990
	

	
	Day 20: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9315
	

	S9F
	Before drug: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 52)=0.02989

	
	After drug: Scramble vs. Sin3A siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9631
	

	S10E
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 348)=113.5

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S10F
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 296)=202.6

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S10G
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 417)=646.4

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S10H
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0129
	F(2, 9)=12.61

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0016
	

	S10I
	MRMT-1 vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0007
	F(2, 20)=10.88

	
	MRMT-1 vs. PBS
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0033
	

	S10J
	Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0366
	t(12)=2.352

	S10K
	Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0264
	t(8)=2.715

	S10L
	Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0152
	t(9)=2.990

	S10M
	Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0069
	t(10)=3.389

	S10N
	Day 0: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(9, 210)=7.003

	
	Day 7: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9759
	

	
	Day 10: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 12: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 14: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 15: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0229
	

	
	Day 16: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.5011
	

	
	Day 17: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 18: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9992
	

	
	Day 19: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9996
	

	S10O
	Day 0: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9994
	F(9, 189)=9.850

	
	Day 7: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 10: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9900
	

	
	Day 12: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 14: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 15: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.2377
	

	
	Day 17: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9997
	

	
	Day 18: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 19: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	S10P
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9822
	F(1, 42)=0.1055

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. AG1478
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.7820
	

	S11B
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(201)=9.815

	S11C
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0019
	t(12)=3.944

	S11D
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=8.361

	S11F
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(295)=15.77

	S11G
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0014
	t(14)=3.972

	S11H
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0025
	t(10)=3.993

	S12B
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0113
	F(2, 6)=8.947

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0455
	

	S12C
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.9422
	F(2, 6)=3.447

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0910
	

	S12E
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0039
	F(2, 6)=14.54

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0126
	

	S12F
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.2450
	F(2, 6)=1.541

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.3655
	

	S12G
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0018
	F(2, 9)=11.56

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0465
	

	S12H
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0038
	F(2, 9)=9.411

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0385
	

	S12I
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	F(2, 9)=38.71

	
	LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. LV-shEGFR+EREG
	One-way ANOVA with Dunnett's post hoc test
	p=0.0067
	

	S12J
	Before drug: LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.7969
	F(2, 54)=157.8

	
	Before drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Before drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. LV-ZsGreen+EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.7969
	

	
	After drug: LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	After drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	After drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. LV-ZsGreen+EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S12K
	Before drug: LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9566
	F(2, 54)=0.6716

	
	Before drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9566
	

	
	Before drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. LV-ZsGreen+EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.8377
	

	
	After drug: LV-ZsGreen+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.9566
	

	
	After drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. Naïve
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.4966
	

	
	After drug: LV-shEGFR+EREG vs. LV-ZsGreen+EREG
	Two-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test
	p=0.6728
	

	S13B
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=6.919

	S13C
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.4935
	t(10)=0.7106

	S13E
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0033
	t(10)=3.836

	S13F
	LV-ZsGreen vs. LV-shEGFR
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.2977
	t(10)=1.099

	S14A
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=10.47

	S14B
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0025
	t(10)=4.009

	S14C
	Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0042
	t(10)=3.690

	S14D
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0006
	t(6)=6.547

	S14E
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0444
	t(6)=2.535

	S14F
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0136
	t(6)=3.455

	S14G
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 36)=50.87

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S14H
	Before drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9477
	F(1, 36)=2.743

	
	After drug: Vehicle vs. SCH772984
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0932
	

	S14I
	Before drug: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 36)=45.18

	
	After drug: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S14J
	Before drug: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9487
	F(1, 36)=0.1682

	
	After drug: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9487
	

	S15A
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0008
	t(8)=5.192

	S15B
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0348
	t(8)=2.539

	S15C
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0300
	t(11)=2.491

	S15D
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0080
	t(8)=3.509

	S15E
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0270
	t(10)=2.589

	S15F
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=7.154

	S15G
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0114
	t(9)=3.170

	S15H
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(10)=9.755

	S15L
	0 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(8, 186)=19.35

	
	50 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	100 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	150 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	200 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.2730
	

	
	250 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.0090
	

	
	300 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	350 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	400 pA: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	S15M
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p<0.0001
	t(27)=5.224

	
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0354
	t(25)=2.224

	
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0462
	t(18)=2.142

	
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0295
	t(25)=2.309

	
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0020
	t(26)=3.441

	
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0258
	t(26)=2.365

	S15N
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0010
	t(27)=3.672

	S15O
	Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Unpaired two sample t test
	p=0.0196
	t(27)=2.482

	S15P
	Day 0: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(5, 108)=26.81

	
	Day 7: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	

	
	Day 14: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 16: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p<0.0001
	

	
	Day 18: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9966
	

	
	Day 20: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p=0.9995
	

	S15Q
	Before drug: Scramble vs. Runx1 siRNA
	Two-way ANOVA with Sidak’s post hoc test
	p>0.9999
	F(1, 36)=0.06122
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