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Fig. S1. Ground truth mask generation workflow. (A) Images from the SLIM channel
(left), mCherry channel (middle) and the mVenus channel (right). (B) Preliminary masks
generated from the SLIM and fluorescence images using adaptive thresholding. (C)
Combing three masks in (B). Holes in cell masks were removed during analysis to avoid
errors in cell dry mass and area. Scale bar is 100 um.
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Fig. S2. PICS performance evaluated at a pixel level.
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Fig. S3. Post-processing workflow. (A) Raw prediction from PICS. (B) Prediction map
after enforcing particle consistency and removing small particles. A few examples were
shown in the red rectangles. (C) Prediction map after filling in the holes in the masks.
Masks at this stage were used for analysis.
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Fig. S4. Confusion matrix after merging two labels together. (A) Confusion matrix
after we merge “G1” and “S” into one class. (B) Confusion matrix after we merge ‘S”

and “G2/M” into one class.




