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1 CNN Architectures

Due to considerations explained later on, we used two different CNN architectures for localizing emitters and for learning a phase
mask. First, let us discuss the rationale behind the localization architecture (Fig. S1). As a general rule of thumb, we tried designing
simple architectures with the minimal number of parameters needed to solve the problem. Moreover, to handle arbitrary image
dimensions we used fully-convolutional CNNs [1]. Furthermore, since the input image contains rich information that needs to be
carefully decoded, we passed it via concatenation to all consecutive layers with similar dimensions as an additional feature. To prevent
these connections from making the network extremely sensitive to the normalization scheme of the input image, we added a Batch
Normalization (BN) layer [2] at the beginning of the architecture that acts as a regularizer and can learn the right normalization of the
input image from our training set. To benefit from the input image statistics at test time, we first alter its mean and standard deviation
such that it matches the training set statistics:

Iin =

(
Itest − µtest

σtest

)
× σtrain + µtrain (1)

Where µtrain, µtest, σtrain, σtest are the mean and standard deviation of the pixel values of the training set images, and the test image
respectively. Then, we feed Iin to the recovery net. While this is a sub-optimal normalization scheme, the resulting architectures
were more robust than using an Instance Normalization [3] approach since the test image statistics can vary significantly between
experiments. This normalization strategy was particularly useful for the telomere data where the SNR varied significantly between
experiments, and was less important for the mitochondria data which exhibited a very similar SNR throughout the STORM experiment.
Next, let us discuss the localization architecture in more details.

1.1 Localization CNN
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Fig. S1. Localization architecture. The low-resolution 2D input image Iin is first passed through a BN layer to normalize pixel
values. Next, the normalized image Inorm is passed through the fully convolutional architecture where C denotes concatenation
and + denotes element-wise addition. The spatial supports of all convolutional filters are 3× 3. The number of channels is fixed
to 64 in both the multi-scale context aggregation, and the upsampling modules. Then, the number is increased to 80\120 for the
refinement module. The prediction is given by a 1× 1 convolution followed by a HardTanh activation limiting the range to [0, W].
The output 3D high-resolution volume is translated to a list of 3D localizations through simple post-processing. An example pair
of simulated-input and output are presented before and after the architecture respectively. Blue empty spheres denote simulated
positions along the surface of an ellipsoid. Red spheres denote CNN detections. Scale bar is 3 µm.

The proposed architecture (Fig. S1) has only ≈ 436K\612K trainable parameters and is composed of 3 main modules:

1. Multi-scale context aggregation module: we used dilated convolutions [4] to increase the receptive field of each layer while
keeping a fixed number of 64 channels. We set the number of convolution blocks to imax = 5. The maximal dilation rate dmax
was set according to the PSF lateral footprint: dmax = 16\4 for the Tetrapod and the learned PSF respectively. We also include
skip connections to improve gradient flow [5]. Note that this is different from typical architectures used for similar localization
tasks in computer vision such as 3D human pose estimation (HPE) [6, 7]. The rationale behind using a simpler architecture with
far fewer parameters is that our images have an "easier" context as opposed to extreme semantic variations encountered in HPE.
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2. Upsampling module: we used a simple upsampling module composed of two consecutive ×2 resize-convolutions [8] to increase
the lateral resolution by a factor of 4. We used nearest-neighbor interpolation to resize the images. Although more sophisticated
upsampling layers with more representation capacity could be used, for example transposed convolution [9–11] or the more
recent sub-pixel convolution [12], these layers require a proper initialization to avoid chekcerboard artifacts [8, 13] and are not
necessary for our task. Assuming a CCD pixel-size of 110 nm, the lateral pixel-size of the upsampled features is 27.5 nm.

3. Refinement module: after super-resolving emitters in the lateral dimension, we further refine their axial position through
3 additional convolutional blocks with an increased number of channels. For a 4 µm range, we use 80/120 channels for
the telomere/mitochondria samples respectively, i.e. a voxel-size of 33/50 nm in z. The final prediction is given by a 1× 1
convolution followed by an element-wise HardTanh [14] to limit the output range to [0, W]. As there are only few emitters in a
large vacancy volume the classes are highly imbalanced. To take this into account, we weight the ground truth locations by a
factor of W=800 determined empirically, and we allow the output of the net to be in the range [0, W]. This strategy allows us to
avoid gradient clipping, and enable meaningful gradients to flow throughout the network during training.

Note that depth is exchanged with channels as our architecture is composed of solely 2D convolutional layers. Afterwards, these
dimensions are permuted in the recovered volume. Finally, we threshold voxel-values and find local maxima in clustered components
to compile a list of 3D localizations (details in Section 3.4).

In addition, we chose to work with a net that outputs a super-resolved volume (see Section 3.2). However, recovering a vacancy grid
is not truly a limitation as it can be combined with a second coordinate-regression net that outputs a continuous list of localizations
[15]. Moreover, our recovery voxel-size is either 27.5× 27.5× 33 nm3 or 27.5× 27.5× 50 nm3, which means assuming the net predicts
the right voxel, our precision is limited at worst to ≈ 20 nm in the lateral dimension, and ≈ 17\25 nm in the axial dimension. This
limit is achieved only when encountering an emitter near one of the voxel vertices which is a very unlikely event assuming a uniform
distribution. Moreover, as confirmed by our simulations, for images with more than a single emitter the localization precision is not
limited by the recovery voxel-size, especially for higher emitter densities.

1.2 Optical design CNN
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Fig. S2. Phase mask learning architecture. The low-resolution 2D input image Iin is first passed through a BN layer to normalize
pixel values. Next, the normalized image Inorm is passed through the fully convolutional architecture where C denotes concatena-
tion and + denotes element-wise addition. The spatial supports of all convolutional filters are 3× 3. The number of channels is fixed
to 64 up until the final prediction where it is reduced to 50. The prediction is given by a 1× 1 convolution followed by a HardTanh ac-
tivation limiting the range to [0, W]. The output 3D high-resolution volume is translated to a list of 3D localizations through simple
post-processing. Blue empty spheres denote simulated GT positions. Red spheres denote CNN detections. Scale bar is 3 µm.

Optimally, the architecture used for learning a phase mask should be the same architecture used for localization. Although,
calculating the gradients with respect to the phase mask involve computing several FFTs in each forward and backward pass through
the net. This added complexity made learning computationally inefficient, and led to inferior results. Hence, to design a phase mask
we introduced several modifications to the architecture (Fig. S2). First, the maximal dilation rate was set to dmax = 1, and the number
of convolutional blocks was increased to imax = 8. The receptive field after this modification is 19× 19. Next, the upsampling module
is eliminated and the lateral dimensions were kept similar to the input CCD image. Finally, the refinement module was also discarded,
keeping only the last prediction block (Fig. S1 red block) with a weighting factor of W = 100 and discretization of D=50 in z, resulting
in an ≈isotropic voxel-size of 110× 110× 100 nm3. The resulting number of trainable parameters in this modified architecture was
only ≈300K.

As was noted in previous work on PSF engineering [16], we empirically observed that it’s more efficient to optimize the phase mask
with steps of 100 nm in the axial direction (Fig. S4). Moreover, due to refractive index-mismatch, an axial shift of the emitter position is
not interchangeable with a shift of the focal plane (see Section 2.1). In the telomere samples we imaged, the emitters were confined to
a 4 µm axial range, with the lowest being shifted ≈ 1− 3 microns from the coverslip. To account for the axial range shrinkage, we
designed a PSF spanning a larger axial range of [0, 5] µm with the focal plane centered in 2.5 µm. Finally, as we are first to consider
engineering a microscope PSF for high-density localization, we initialized the optimization process with a phase mask implementing
zero modulation, meaning, the standard microscope PSF (Fig. 1 main text).
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Importantly, in contrast to previous works designing phase masks [16–20], we don’t constrain our design space to be spanned by a
fixed set of polynomials (e.g. Gauss-Laguerre modes [17], Zernike modes [16, 19, 20] or concentric rings [18]). Instead, we optimize the
phase at each one of the phase mask pixels separately, since this is a much richer class of hypothesis as verified by the learned mask.

Interestingly, learning the phase mask is composed of two main phases; First, the PSF is shaped in the middle 2 µm range around
the focus. Afterwards, once the localization CNN learns to correctly localize emitters in this reduced range, the mask is refined to
prevent signal loss at the edges of the axial range and boost the performance at the remaining 2 µm (see Supplementary Video 1).

Of course, all of the choices above affected the learned phase mask. To study the contribution of the individual choices, we
performed the following numerical experiments:

• We learned the phase mask with the localization architecture to study the effect of the net architecture on the result (Fig. S4).
Both architectures resulted in extremely similar PSFs regardless of the lateral pixel size in the localization architecture. However,
the modified architecture provided denser gradients and distributed the photons more uniformly throughout the axial range.

• We initialized the phase mask to be the Tetrapod mask in order to start from an approximately even distribution of the photons
throughout the axial range, and studied the effect of the axial design range and the localization architecture’s receptive field
controlled by the maximal dilation rate (Fig. S5). We observed two key results in this experiment. First, with a large enough
receptive field (dmax = 16) the phase mask is hardly changed regardless of the axial design range. Second, with a smaller
receptive field (dmax = 4), the resulting PSF had a significantly smaller lateral footprint. This result highlights the importance of
the net receptive field when the PSF is initialized to have a large lateral extent. In contrast, when we start from the standard PSF,
the receptive field in both cases (dmax = 4\16) captures the entire initial PSF, and therefore has negligible effect on the learned
PSF spatial extent. Moreover, the learned phase mask using the axial range [0, 5] resulted in a more uniform distribution of the
photons throughout the PSF, on the expense of a slight increase in the CRLB.

• The maximal dilation rate was set to dmax = 4, the axial design range was set to [0, 5], and the phase mask was initialized to
the double helix (DH) mask [17] (Fig. S6). First, note that the result aligns with the previous experiment emphasizing the fact
that when the PSF is initialized to have a smaller lateral footprint than the net receptive field, then it’s hardly modified. This is
evident in the result, as the PSF is hardly changed in the middle portion of the axial range. More interestingly, the result suggests
that using our method we can extend the DH PSF to a larger axial range of 4 µm by only modifying it at the edges of the axial
range.

Finally, an interesting question arises with respect to the proposed co-design approach. That is, what is the optimal PSF for a single
emitter using our method? To answer this question we constrained the number of emitters in each training example to be 1, and set the
maximal dilation rate to dmax = 16 in order to enable the learned PSF to have a large spatial footprint (Fig. S7). The axial design range
was set to [0, 5], and the phase mask was initialized either to the Tetrapod mask or to zero-modulation.

Not surprisingly, when we initialized with the Tetrapod mask, the net hardly changed the phase mask. On the other hand, when
we initialized with zero-modulation, the resulting phase mask was extremely different from the phase mask we obtained for the high
density case. This time, the net preferred the PSF to have a large spatial extent with "dilated" features in order to ease its localization.
Although, when quantifying the localization results for 1000 samples we found the learned PSF to be slightly inferior to the Tetrapod
(Fig. S7). This is partially due to our localization architecture being suboptimal for single-emitter localization.

To understand the limit of the achievable performance given our localization architecture, we next calculated the theoretical bound
on the RMSE in the lateral and axial dimensions given a voxel-size of

(
∆xy × ∆xy × ∆z

)
. Assuming emitters are uniformly distributed

in each voxel, we can calculate the mean squared error from the middle of the voxel which is the optimal recovered position by the net:

MSExy = E(X,Y)∼U([0,∆xy]×[0,∆xy])

[(
x−

∆xy

2

)2
+

(
y−

∆xy

2

)2
]
=

∆2
xy

6

MSEz = EZ∼U (0,∆z)

[(
z− ∆z

2

)2
]
=

∆2
z

36
(2)

Substituting our recovery voxel-size of (27.5× 27.5× 50) nm3 we get the following lower bounds:

RMSExy =

√
∆2

xy

6
≈ 11 nm

RMSEz =

√
∆2

z
36
≈ 17 nm (3)

Therefore, with the Tetrapod PSF, we are reaching the limit of the achievable precision with our architecture (Fig. S7), and the PSF
cannot be improved any further for the single-emitter case. On the other hand, starting from zero-modulation we still have some room
for improvement, most likely due to optimization errors. To truly optimize the single emitter case, one needs to consider a different
localization architecture that outputs continuous values, which will be addressed in future work.
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Fig. S4. Effect of architecture and voxel-size on the learned PSF. We fixed the optimization and the learning hyper-parameters, set
the axial range to [2, 6], and learned the phase mask with the localization architecture. To test the effect of the voxel-size in xy, we
tried 3 different settings: ×4 - the full localization architecture (∆xy = 27.5 nm, ∆z = 50 nm), ×2 - the localization architecture with
only one upsampling layer (∆xy = 55 nm, ∆z = 50 nm), and ×1 - the localization architecture without upsampling (∆xy = 110 nm,
∆z = 50 nm). The learned masks were similar in all 3 cases. Moreover, compared to the learned mask with the modifications pro-
posed in section 1.2, the resulting PSFs had a lower(better) CRLB on the expense of faster signal loss at the edges of the axial range.
The CRLB was calculated assuming 30K signal photons with 160 photons per-pixel background. Similarly to [21] differentiation is
done numerically with 1 nm perturbations. Scale bar is 2 µm.
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modifications to the PSF, while the smaller receptive field enforced it to have a smaller lateral footprint. Moreover, designing the
PSF using the larger and lower axial range ([0, 5] µm resulted in a more even distribution of photons on the expense of a slightly
increased CRLB. The CRLB was calculated assuming 30K signal photons with 160 photons per-pixel background. Similarly to [21]
differentiation is done numerically with 1 nm perturbations. Scale bar is 2 µm.
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(1) Zero-modulation mask, (2) Tetrapod mask, and (3) Double helix mask (right column). The maximal dilation rate was dmax = 4,
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was calculated assuming 30K signal photons with 160 photons per-pixel background. Similarly to [21] differentiation is done nu-
merically with 1 nm perturbations. Scale bar is 2 µm.
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2 Physical layer

2.1 Imaging model
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Fig. S8. Imaging model. The light emitted from a fluorescent microscopic particle with distance z0 from the coverslip propagates
through the suspension medium (refractive index of water n2 ≈ 1.334) with an angle of θ2, and refraction occurs at the interface
between the medium and the coverslip. The refracted light propagates in glass/immersion oil (refractive index of n1 ≈ 1.517) with
an angle θ1 and is collected by the objective which is focused at fnom.

The imaging model used in this work is based on the scalar diffraction approximation of light emitted from an isotropic fluorescent
emitter [22]. The optical setup is a 4f-extended microscope with a phase mask implemented by an SLM in the back-focal plane
(Fig. S8; reproduced from the main text with additional details for convenience). We assume the emitter is suspended in a medium
with a refractive index close to that of water n2 ≈ 1.334, and is imaged using an oil-immersed objective with a refractive index of
n1 ≈ 1.517 matching the glass of the coverslip. Under these assumptions, the PSF in image plane Ir (u, v) due to a point source located
at r = (x0, y0, z0) is given by:

Ir (u, v) ∝ |F2D (Er (ρ, φ))|2 (4)

Where Er (ρ, φ) is the electric field at the back focal plane (BFP), and F2D denote the two-dimensional Fourier transform.
Using Abbe sine rule, the physical dimension of the limiting radius at the BFP due to our 4f-system extension is given by:

rphys =
f4 f NA√

A2
M −NA2

(5)

Where f4 f is the focal length of each lens in the 4f system, NA is the numerical aperture of the objective, and AM is the magnification
of the microscope. For convenience, we define two sets of coordinates in the BFP: cartesian (ζ, η), and polar (ρ, φ). The polar
coordinates are normalized such that ρ = 1 at the limiting aperture given by NA

n1
. As for the cartesian coordinates, they are given by:

ζ = rphysρcos (φ)

η = rphysρsin (φ) (6)

The intensity of light is assumed to be uniform within the aperture:

circ (ρ) =

{
1 ρ ≤ 1
0 otherwise

(7)

Next, let us derive the terms comprising the phase of Er (ρ, φ). First, the phase induced by the phase mask M deployed on the SLM
is simply given by the mask itself:

Φmask = M (8)

Let λ denote the emission wavelength, k1 = 2πn1
λ denote the wave-number of the electrical in oil, k2 = 2πn2

λ denote the wave-
number of the electrical field in water, and fnom denote the nominal focal plane. For a point source located above a water-oil interface
(Fig. S8) the axial phase is comprised of two parts; First, the axial phase accumulated in water (suspension-medium) due to the emitter
distance from the coverslip z0:
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Φax2 = z0k2 cos θ2 (9)

Second, the axial phase accumulated in oil due to the focus setting ( fnom) which is independent of the emitter position:

Φax1 =
(

fobj − fnom

)
k1 cos θ1 (10)

Where fobj is the objective focal length. To explicitly calculate the terms in equations (9) and (10), we write Snell’s law on the

interface: n1 sin θ1 = n2 sin θ2, and use the trigonometric relation cos θ =
√

1− sin2 θ. The resulting axial phases are given by:

Φax1 = − fnomk1

√
1− ρ2

Φax2 = z0k2

√
1−

(
n1
n2

ρ

)2
(11)

Where fobj was dropped since it’s already corrected for by the objective. Finally, the lateral shift of the point source (x0, y0) is
modelled using a linear phase:

Φlat = 2π

(
x0

ζAM
λ f4 f

+ y0
ηAM
λ f4 f

)
(12)

Hence, put equations (8), (11), and (12) together we get the following imaging model:

Ir (u, v) ∝
∣∣∣F2D

(
circ (ρ) ej(Φmask+Φax2+Φax1+Φlat)

)∣∣∣2
∝

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣F2D

circ (ρ) e
j

(
M+z0k2

√
1−
(

n1
n2

ρ
)2
− fnomk1

√
1−ρ2+2π

(
x0

ζAM
λ f4 f

+y0
ηAM
λ f4 f

))
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(13)

To achieve an exact equality the resulting image in equation (13) needs to be rescaled with the amount of signal photons Nphotons. In
practice, experimental data appears slightly blurred compared to equation (13) due to finite emitter size and aberrations not captured
by the model [23]. To remedy this, we blur the result of equation (13) with a small Gaussian filter.

Note that we don’t account for dipole effects [21] and instead assume isotropic emission. Moreover, the model disregards the
super-critical angle fluorescence (SAF) component which is observed when imaging in small axial ranges (< 1 µm) from the coverslip
[21, 24]. Finally, we also neglected the intensity apodization factor at the BFP [25]. Nonetheless, since the model was able to describe
our experimental data with satisfying accuracy, we made these simplifications to reduce complexity and accelerate our computations.

In contrast to an interpolation-based approach [26–28], a pupil function approach (equation (13)) combined with a phase retrieval
procedure [29] is able to accurately model emitters that are distant from the coverslip (> µm), potentially alleviating the need for a
depth-dependent calibration [30].

2.2 Poisson noise approximation

An accurate noise model for an EMCCD camera [27, 31] takes into account three major sources of stochastic noise: shot noise produced
by the fluorescence background and signal, Gaussian read out noise produced by the electronics, and electron multiplication noise
introduced by the gain process. Our measurements were taken with an sCMOS camera [32] so we didn’t include the electron
multiplication noise. Assuming we are operating in high photon counts (with no saturation), the readout noise is negligible and the
dominant noise source is the Poisson shot noise. In this case, by the law of large numbers, we can approximate the Poisson noise by a
Gaussian noise using the central limit theorem:

y ≈ Poiss (λ = Imodel + b)

≈ N
(

µ = Imodel + b, σ2 = Imodel + b
)

(14)

Where Imodel , b are the noiseless model image and the additive background respectively. To enable differentiability of the noise
sampling operation, we apply the reparametrization trick [33], and implement the Gaussian noise approximation as:

y ≈ Imodel + b +
√

Imodel + b× ε, where ε ∼ N (0, 1) (15)

In the backward pass, the standard noise realization ε act as a constant, and hence the overall operator is differentiable:

∂y
∂Imodel

= 1 +
1

2
√

Imodel + b
× ε (16)
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Fig. S9. Physical simulation layer. The physical simulation layer is essentially the imaging model in equation (13) viewed as a
computational graph, and parametrized by the phase mask. This layer accepts simulated emitter positions as input, calculates an
image per emitter, and outputs the 2D model image corresponding to the current mask. The emitters are assumed to be spatially
incoherent, hence the output image is given by the incoherent sum of the individual intensity patterns. During training, in each
iteration we randomly sample the number of emitters K, the number of photons per-emitter {Ni}K

i=1, the Gaussian blur per-emitter
{gi}K

i=1, and update the phase mask M via backpropagation. Scale bar is 3 µm.
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Fig. S10. Noise approximation. The mean photons distribution per-pixel is given by the sum of the noiseless model image Imodel
and the non-uniform background b. Assuming Poisson statistics This is also the noise variance. Next, to implement a noise variance
proportional to the mean, the sum image is passed through an element-wise squared root operation, and multiplied element-wise
with a standard Gaussian noise realization. The simualted image on the CCD is modelled by the sum of the mean photons distribu-
tion and the noise approximation term. Scale bar is 3 µm.
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Of course, our approach is trivially extended with an additive read-out noise realization. In fact, we needed to include this noise
source in the training data for the STORM experiment. On the other hand, the telomeres data was shot-noise limited, hence there we
didn’t bother with this extension. Note that the background term b is not limited to a constant number of photons per pixel. In fact,
to empirically fit our experimental telomeres data we include a non-uniform background (Fig. S10) modelled by a super-Gaussian
function:

b = A exp
(
−
(

α1(x− x0)
2 + 2α2 (x− x0) (y− y0) + α3(y− y0)

2
)2
)
+ B (17)

With,

α1 =
cos2 θ

2σ2
x

+
sin2 θ

2σ2
y

, α2 = − sin 2θ

4σ2
x

+
sin 2θ

4σ2
y

, α3 =
sin2 θ

2σ2
x

+
cos2 θ

2σ2
y

Where B is a baseline value, A is a normalizing constant, (x0, y0) is the centroid, σx, σy are the on-axis standard deviations, and θ is
the blob angle. On the other hand, for the STORM experiment we got rid of the non-uniform background by simply subtracting the
minimum value per-pixel over the entire acquired stack. This emphasizes an inherent advantage of neural nets over most existing
localization methods: tremendous flexibility to cope with a variety of observed challenges.

2.3 Gradient calculation

Before we delve into the computation of the gradient, a comment regarding gradients with respect to complex variables is in order.
The standard derivative of complex variables is usually studied only for so-called analytical/holomorphic complex functions [34],
which have a particular structure in their partial derivatives. Let z = x + jy, for x, y real, j =

√
−1, denote a complex number and let:

f (z) = u (x, y) + jv (x, y) (18)

be a general complex-valued function of the complex number z. f (z) is said to be holomorphic only if the functions u (x, y) and
v (x, y) both satisfy Laplace’s equation:

∂2u (x, y)
∂x2 +

∂2u (x, y)
∂y2 = 0 and

∂2v (x, y)
∂x2 +

∂2v (x, y)
∂y2 = 0 (19)

Such functions are known as harmonic functions. Thus, if either u (x, y) or v (x, y) fail to be harmonic, the function f (z) is not
differentiable [34]. However, this class of functions is very limited. For instance, the function f (z) = ‖z‖2 = x2 + y2 applied in the
physical layer (Fig. S9) is not holomorphic because u (x, y) = x2 + y2 is not harmonic. Although, it’s clear that f (z) is a differentiable
function of the real and imaginary parts of z. Hence, an alternative definition of the standard derivative is needed.

For a scalar real-valued function ` of a complex-valued variable z, it’s common to define the following gradient [35, 36]:

∇` (z) =
∂`

∂ Re(z)
+ j

∂`

∂ Im(z)
(20)

Moreover, since our graph of mathematical expressions include complex-valued intermediate variables, the usual chain rule cannot
be applied. Instead, for f (z) = u + jv and g (z) = r + js, the gradient of the real-valued function ` with respect to their composition
f ◦ g is computed via the "generalized chain rule" (GCR) [35, 36]:

∇` (g) = Re (∇` ( f ))
(

∂u
∂r

+ j
∂u
∂s

)
+ Im (∇` ( f ))

(
∂v
∂r

+ j
∂v
∂s

)
(21)

For a thorough and detailed analysis of the complex gradient operator the reader is referred to [37].
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Fig. S11. Single-emitter image generation pipeline. The physical simulation layer graph of operations is composed of K paral-
lel single-emitter image generation pipelines, where the differences between different pipelines are the phase due to the emitter
position Pri , the number of signal photons Ni, and the emitter size accounted for by a Gaussian blur gi. Scale bar is 3 µm.
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Next, to optimize the phase mask in the physical layer (Fig. S9), we need to compute the gradient of our real-valued loss function `
with respect to the phase mask. We will not dwell on the gradients of ` with respect to the CNN parameters as this is taken care of by
the automatic differentiation framework [38]. Instead, we assume we are given the gradient of ` with respect to the physical layer
output which is the noiseless model image Imodel (Fig. S9).

When applying the back-propagation algorithm through a computational graph, a summation is replaced with a fork, and a fork is
replaced with summation. Moreover, note that if we shift the global phase term accounting for phase accumulated in oil into each
"single-emitter image generation pipeline" (Fig. S11), the gradient back-propagated through each such pipeline will admit a similar
expression up to a different position-induced phase term accounting for phase accumulated in water. Hence, for simplicity, we derive
the gradient of a single pipeline while keeping in mind that the final gradient will be given by a summation of gradients over all
pipelines.

Given the gradient of the loss with respect to the emitter final image ∂`
∂Iri

= ∂`
∂Imodel

, the gradient ∂`
∂ Ĩri

is given by:

∂`

∂ Ĩri

= Ni � gi ~
∂`

∂Iri

(22)

Where ~ denotes convolution, � denotes a Hadamard product, and gi is not transposed since it’s a symmetric Gaussian filter. Next,
applying the definition in equation (20) to the relation Ĩri = ‖ fi‖2 we get:

∂ Ĩri

∂ fi
=

∂ Ĩri

∂ Re( fi)
+ j× ∂ Ĩri

∂ Im( fi)
=

= 2 Re( fi) + j× 2 Im( fi) = 2 fi

(23)

Furthermore, since the Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) is a linear operator its gradient is simply the transformation matrix itself.
During backpropagation, this gradient is conjugated, hence, by DFT unitarity, this corresponds to the application of the inverse
transform [39]:

∂`

∂Pti

= F−1
2D

{
∂`

∂ fi

}
=

= F−1
2D

{
∂`

∂ Ĩri

� ∂ Ĩri

∂ fi

}
=

= F−1
2D

{
Ni � gi ~

∂`

∂Iri

� 2 fi

} (24)

Let Pni = Pri � Poil denote the combined phase acculumated in water and oil for emitter i. We apply the definition in equation (21)
to compute the gradient with respect to PMi :

∂`

∂PMi

=Re
(

∂`

∂Pti

)
�
(

∂ Re (Pti )

∂ Re (PMi )
+ j× ∂ Re (Pti )

∂ Im (PMi )

)
+

Im
(

∂`

∂Pti

)
�
(

∂ Im (Pti )

∂ Re (PMi )
+ j× ∂ Im (Pti )

∂ Im (PMi )

) (25)

Substituting Pti = Pni � PMi in equation (25) we get:

∂`

∂PMi

=Re
(

∂`

∂Pti

)
� (Re (Pni )− j× Im (Pni )) +

Im
(

∂`

∂Pti

)
� (Im (Pni ) + j× Re (Pni ))

(26)

Once more, we apply the definition in equation (21) again to compute the gradient with respect to Mi:

∂`

∂Mi
=Re

(
∂`

∂PMi

)
� (−sin (Mi)) + Im

(
∂`

∂PMi

)
� cos (Mi) (27)

Note that M is replicated to all pipelines, hence Mi = M, ∀i ∈ {1, ..., K}. Although, we keep the index i to denote the gradient of `
with respect to M back-propagated through pipeline i. Now, recall that a fork in the forward pass of a computational graph is replaced
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with summation in the backward pass. Hence, the final gradient with respect to M is the sum of all gradients ∂`
∂Mi

, ∀i ∈ {1, ..., K}. The

steps for calculating ∂`
∂M are summarized in algorithm 1. This gradient was validated numerically using autograd gradcheck function.

Algorithm 1: Calculation of ∂`
∂M

Input : M, {Pni , fi, gi, Ni}K
i=1, ∂`

∂Imodel

Output : ∂`
∂M

for i← 1 to K do
∂`

∂Pti
← F−1

2D

{
Ni � gi ~

∂`
∂Imodel

� 2 fi

}
∂`

∂PMi
← Re

(
∂`

∂Pti

)
� (Re (Pni )− j× Im (Pni )) + Im

(
∂`

∂Pti

)
� (Im (Pni ) + j× Re (Pni ))

∂`
∂Mi
← Re

(
∂`

∂PMi

)
� (−sin (Mi)) + Im

(
∂`

∂PMi

)
� cos (Mi)

end

return ∂`
∂M =

K

∑
i=1

∂`
∂Mi

3 Training details

3.1 Training set

a b

Fig. S12. Training examples. a The mitchondria training set includes read noise, and signal photons are Gamma distributed. b The
telomeres training set includes a non-uniform background, and is composed of examples with variable emitter size (blur). Both
datasets include variable emitter density and emitter signal-to-noise ratio, with the mitochondria training set (a) having signifi-
cantly lower SNR. Scale bar is 3 µm.

To learn a localization CNN solely with a predefined phase mask, we simulate a training set composed of 10K simulated images
and their corresponding labels which are lists of emitter positions. 9K examples were used for training with 1K examples held out for
validation. Alternatively, to jointly learn the phase mask and the localization CNN parameters, the training set is composed of solely
simulated emitter positions, as the respective images are being changed throughout iterations according to the phase mask.

Given a set of 3D locations, the expected model image is simulated using a pupil function approach as explained in Section 2.
Using a pupil function is prefered over image space interpolation methods as it can accurately capture saddle differences of the
PSF. Moreover, from a computational point of view, it’s preferred over a convolution followed by a down-sampling approach [27]
since we can simulate emitter locations continuously and more efficiently using FFTs. Importantly, while image-space interpolation
methods employing splines [26, 28, 40] can capture aberrations which are not well described by a combination of Zernike modes [41],
these methods are not suitable for imaging emitters with a large axial shift, as the PSF calibration using beads on a coverslip will not
accurately describe the observed PSF due to refractive index mismatch. Therefore, this flexibility in the pupil-function approach is of
critical when imaging in cells.

To accurately model experimental data in our simulations we followed the approach of [42] to retreive the aberrated pupil function
for the Tetrapod PSF (see Section 8). As for the designed PSF, we observed that the phase retreival algorithm failed to recover a
reasonable aberration, and hence we generated the training set according to the model pupil function. Interestingly, most of the
aberrations in Fourier plane were a result of imperfect implementation of the phase mask on the SLM given a finite set of voltages,
rather than misalignment of the optical system, for example. Hence, since the aberration is mask-specific and expected to behave
similarly as the implemented phase mask, it’s reasonable that it was not well expressed as a linear combination of zernike modes.
Although pixel-wise phase retreival algorithms can be deployed (e.g. [43]), the results with the model were already pleasing, and far
better compared to the Tetrapod PSF because of it’s suitability for high density 3D localization.

To make our simulations more realistic we include experimental variability in our training set. For example, for the telomeres
training sets we add a non-uniform background component that is modelled by a super-Gaussian (see Section 2.2) with a randomized

angle in the range
[−π

4 , π
4
]
[rad], randomized standard deviations in the range

[
FOV

5 , 2×FOV
5

]
[px], and randomized amplitudes with

a baseline value in the range [20, 30] [photons], and a maximal value in the range [120, 180] [photons]. Furthermore, we take into
account variations in particle size by convolving each sources’ image with a Gaussian blur of a randomized standard deviation in the
range [0.75, 1.25] [px] (Fig. S9). Moreover, to enforce robustness to a wide range of conditions, the density of the emitters was varied in
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the range
[

1
FOV , 35

FOV

] [
emitters

µm2

]
with a field-of-view (FOV) of 13× 13 µm2. Finally, to prevent the net from over-fitting intensity, the

number of signal photons per emitter was varied in the range [9K, 60K] [photons]. Conveniently, the simulated training set can easily
incorporate additional experimental challenges such as motion blur, laser fringes, etc. This flexibility is key to making the method
versatile and readily extendable for different applications.

In fact, for the STORM experiment, we found that the additive non-uniform background was not necessary since subtracting the
minimal value per-pixel of the stack eliminated this issue. However, there we observed a different set of challenges. For instance, while
the mean background was relatively constant throughout the FOV, the standard deviation of the read-noise was still higher in the
middle of the FOV. Therefore, to take this into account we used the same super-Gaussian from before to scale the standard deviation of
the read noise in the range [8, 12] [photons]. In addition, the number of signal photons per-emitter in the STORM experiment was
significantly lower than in the telomeres data, and followed a much less uniform distribution. Therefore, to take this into account
we modelled the signal photons in STORM experiment using a Gamma distribution with a shape parameter of k = 3000 [photons]
and a scale parameter of θ = 3000 [photons]. Interestingly, for the STORM experiment, we found it beneficial to alter the GT labels
and discard emitters with an extremely low number of photons (below 6K signal photons). This deliberately introduced "label-noise"
allowed us to learn a more robust recovery net, coping easily with the non-uniform background introduced by dim/out of range
emitters throughout the FOV.

Finally, in our implementation the training set is sampled uniformly within the 3D cube of possible locations. To improve volume
coverage, we first sample locations on a coarse grid, and then locally sample a continuous perturbation. Finally, the boolean grid
used as a label in training is given by projecting these continuous coordinates using the recovery voxel-size. Although this strategy
was simple and convinient in this work, a smarter training set generation can improve learning. For example, a biased sampling
scheme with more probability to sample from the edges of the axial range (see Supplementary Video 1) can accelerate convergence,
and potentially alter the learned mask, although care must be taken to not introduce artifacts.

3.2 Loss function

In computer vision, approaches for inferring the numerical coordinates of key-points in an input image are crudely divided into two
classes: approaches that try regressing the coordinates directly using fully-connected (FC) layers (e.g. [26, 44]), and approaches that
project the coordinates to the grid using a soft representation (e.g. a heatmap [7, 45]), and afterwards employ representation-matching.
The former suffer from two fundamental drawbacks:

1. FC layers limit the model applicability to specific spatial dimensions which necessitates additional manipulation to handle
images of general dimensions.

2. FC layers lack inherent spatial generalization [46], which is the ability to generalize knowledge attained at one location during
training to another at inference time. This is one of the reasons why augmentation techniques, such as horizontal and axial shifts,
are useful for training classification models.

Moreover, a grid representation avoids the inefficient learning of a non-linear mapping from feature space to emitter positions,
and provides meaningful voxel-wise supervision. Hence, while FC layers can potentially provide more accurate coordinates, they
don’t have the generalization ability afforded by spatially shared parameters and are prone to over-fitting [47]. Therefore, we adapt a
discrete representation approach, and project the continuous coordinates to the grid.

Next, two alternative approaches can be considered to tackle the task of localization using a CNN. Namely, one approach is to
think of localization as a binary classification problem where the CNN predicts a binary occupancy volume, such that 0 denotes
an empty/vacant voxel and 1 denotes an occupied voxel containing an emitter. A widely used loss function in this case is the
cross-entropy (CE) loss. Although, even for dense localization, the vacant and occupied voxels are highly imbalanced, with only
few voxels containing emitters. Therefore, the CE loss is usually either weighted [48], replaced with a Focal loss [49], or applied to a
"blobbed" version of the desired boolean volume e.g. by placing a disk around each GT position [50–52]. Afterwards in post-processing,
the CNN prediction is usually thresholded, and the final prediction is given by a centroid/local-maximum operation. Alternatively, a
second approach is to consider a soft version of the binary classification problem and take a regression route. Namely, by placing a
small Gaussian around each GT position (e.g. with std of 1 voxel), we can match continuous heatmaps via an `2 loss [6, 7]. Heatmap
matching usually provides more meaningful gradients and ease the learning process convergence. Here, our loss function ` is a
combination of two terms:

` (y, ŷ) = ‖y ~ g3D − ŷ ~ g3D‖2 + λ

1− 2×

N

∑
i=1

yi ŷi

N

∑
i=1

yi +
N

∑
i=1

ŷi

 (28)

Where y, ŷ are the ground truth (GT) and the predicted boolean grid respectively, g3D is a 3D Gaussian kernel with a standard
deviation of 1 voxel, λ is a regularization parameter, and N is the number of voxels in the prediction grid.
The first term is a heatmap matching term where we measure the proximity of our prediction to the simulated GT by measuring the `2
distance between their respective heatmaps. As for the second term, it is a measure of overlap which provides a soft approximation
of the true positive rate in the prediction. Note that this measure doesn’t take into account false positives, and hence if optimized
alone will result in a predicted volume of 1s. Although, with our loss function this is not a feasible solution as it’s not favored by the

16



first term. The two terms are weighted with a regularization parameter λ = 1 determined empirically. In addition, we weight voxels
containing emitters with a factor of W = 800 in order to balance out the contributions of vacant and occupied voxels throughout
training. Hence, the CNN output is constrained to be in the range [0, 800]. This strategy makes optimization easier and prevents
gradient clipping.

Note that optimally the second term should be replaced with a soft approximation of the Jaccard loss [53] or dice loss [54, 55] which
are the metrics we are ultimately interested in optimizing. However, although recent results on approximating the Jaccard loss look
promising [56], the high class imbalance between empty and occupied voxels make the optimization process challenging.

To conclude, while the proposed loss function (equation (28)) led to satisfactory results, more optimized choices could further
improve performance, for example, a multi-scale approach such as [26]. Alternatively, a non static Gaussian kernel that shrinks over
epochs could accelerate convergence. Finally, recent works [46, 57, 58] have suggested bridging the gap between coordinate regression
and heatmap matching via the soft-argmax function. While in their current version these works assume a known fixed number of
key-points and predict a volume per point which is not feasible for localization microscopy, future extensions might prove valuable.

3.3 Optimization and hyper-parameters

We used the Adam optimizer [59] with the following parameters: lr = 5× 10−3, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, ε = 10−8. The batch size was 16
for learning a phase mask, and 4 for learning a recovery net (due to GPU memory). We experimented with Group Normalization (GN)
[60] as an alternative to Batch Normalization (BN) [2] for the smaller batch size, but found that BN gave consistently better results. The
learning rate was reduced by a factor of 10 when the loss plateaus for more than 5 epochs, and training was stopped if no improvement
was observed for more than 10 epochs, or alternatively a maximum number of 50 epochs was reached. The initial weights were

sampled from a uniform distribution on the interval
[
−
√

k,
√

k
]

where k = 1
kx×ky×Cin

, with kx, ky the filter spatial dimensions, and
Cin the number of input channels to the convolutional layer. No further regularization was used (e.g. weight decay [61] or dropout
[62]). Training and evaluation were run on a standard workstation equipped with 32 GB of memory, an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7− 8700,
3.20 GHz CPU, and a NVidia GeForce Titan Xp GPU with 12 GB of video memory. Phase mask learning took ≈ 25 h, and recovery
net training took ≈ 35 h. Our code is implemented using the Pytorch framework [38], and will be made publicly available once this
manuscript is accepted for publication.

3.4 Post-processing

The final list of localizations is given by the local maximas in the prediction volume that are above a chosen global threshold. While it’s
possible to use more sophisticated post-processing steps we choose to use this simple and efficient strategy to keep our method as fast
as possible. This is extremely important for 3D STORM experiments covering large axial ranges, as these normally entail processing a
few tens of thousands of frames. To implement 3D local maxima finding on GPU, we use 3 steps for post-processing:

1. First, the CNN prediction volume is thresholded using the function torch.where, with a global threshold normally in the range
[40, 160]. The appropriate choice of the threshold is dependent on the input image Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) and on the
accuracy of the PSF model. For example, if the input image has a relatively low SNR (e.g. ≈ 9K signal photons with ≈ 150
background photons), or alternatively the training set was generated using the theoretical phase mask rather than a retrieved
pupil function, the optimal threshold is more likely to be 40.

2. Second, we discard predictions that are not local maxima in their 3D vicinity. The number of neighboring voxels in the 3D
vicinity of the peak was chosen such that the 3D radius for peak finding was rpeak = 100 nm for the STORM experiment and
rpeak = 150 nm for the telomere data. To run this step efficiently on GPU, we compare the thresholded prediction volume to the
result of applying the function torch.nn.MaxPool3d with a stride of 1 and a kernel size of 2rpeak in all three axis. Usually, for a
high SNR input image with relatively mild overlaps this step is not necessary. However, This step is crucial for low SNR highly
overlapping images, as often the net tends to predict small 3D "blobs" (3× 3 cube of values), with the maximum being often
in the underlying emitter position. While this step potentially limits the achievable resolution at low SNR, keep in mind that
overlaps in 2D normally translates to non-overlapping "blobs" in 3D. Hence, this is merely a limitation for standard imaging
experiments using a 2D detector.

3. Finally, we compile a list of localizations by translating the recovered indices to µms according to the recovery voxel-size (which
is either (27.5× 27.5× 33) nm3 for mitochondria or (27.5× 27.5× 50) nm3 for telomeres).

4 Modified matching pursuit

The approach presented below was first described in the supplementary information of [63], and is closely related to [28, 64–66]. Before
we go into details, let us first describe the Maximum Likelihood Estimator (MLE) for fitting single emitters which this method builds
upon.

4.1 Maximum likelihood estimation

MLE is a technique for estimating the parameters of a statistical model based on a set of experimental observations, assuming we
know the underlying noise model [67]. Specifically, given the imaging model PSF I (equation (13)), the Poisson noise model (equation
(14)), a measured PSF of a single emitter y, assuming i.i.d. pixel measurements the likelihood function L is given by [68]:
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L (Θ; y) =
M

∏
i=1

Ii (Θ)yi e−Ii

yi!
(29)

Where Θ = (x0, y0, z0, N, b) is the unknown emitter 3D position and local SNR, and M is the number of measured pixels. Therefore,
the ML estimator is given by:

Θ̂ = argmin
Θ

(−log (L (Θ; y))) (30)

= argmin
Θ

M

∑
i=1

Ii − yi ln (Ii) (31)

Where the likelihood maximization problem is exchanged with the equivalent negative log-likelihood minimization problem, and
the latter is solved conveniently via MATLAB’s fmincon routine. This approach is known to achieve results close to the theoretical
limit also known as Cramer-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB) [67], and is considered the gold standard for single emitter fitting [68], with
available efficient implementations utilizing GPU acceleration [23, 30, 40]. However, for multi-emitter fitting, and specifically for the
case of z-dependent PSFs, this approach becomes computationally prohibitive, and alternative approaches need to be explored. An
example family of well-performing methods [28, 64–66] are approaches based on "sequential-fitting" as described next.

4.2 Continuous matching pursuit

Matching Pursuit (MP) is a method that relies on a sequential fit-and-subtract routine commonly used for sparse signal recovery
[69]. Usually, MP is discussed in a discrete setting with a fixed number of possible "atoms" (e.g. PSFs) that can be combined to
comprise the measured field-of-view (FOV). Here, we apply a continuous variant of MP, enabled because our dictionary is given by a
continuous generative model of the PSF (equation (13)). The basic idea is to decouple the multi-emitter fitting problem into sequential
single-emitter fitting sub-problems, where in each iteration we fit the emitter that is most correlated with the residual. Next, the fit
result is subtracted and the residual is updated. This process is iterated till a convergence criterion is met.

More formally, first, we start by creating a coarse dictionary D with atoms ak comprised of the model PSF Ir (equation (13)) sampled
at rk = (x0 = 0, y0 = 0, z0 = k∆z), with ∆z = 200 nm, k ∈ {0, ..., 20}. The atoms are normalized to have a unit `2 norm: anorm

k = ak
‖ak‖

.

Second, we set the residual R to be the measured image y normalized to have a unit `2 norm: R =
y
‖y‖ . Next, we initialize the set of

recovered locations S, and in each iteration we repeat the following steps:

1. Calculate the normalized correlation volume with the residual defined as:

Ncorr [m, n, k] = R [m, n]~ anorm
k [−m,−n] ∀k ∈ {0, ..., 20} (32)

2. Find the maximally correlated PSF from the dictionary in the coarse 3D grid:

(
m̂, n̂, k̂

)
= argmax

m,n,k
Ncorr [m, n, k] (33)

3. Crop a fixed region from the residual R around the coarse localization from the previous step:

Rc = R
[
m̂− ∆xy : m̂ + ∆xy, n̂− ∆xy : n̂ + ∆xy

]
with ∆xy = 25 [px] (34)

4. Fit the cropped residual Rc using MLE (equation (31)) initialized with
(

m̂, n̂, k̂
)

to refine the emitter 3D position and estimate the
signal and background photons:

Θ̂ =
(

x̂0, ŷ0, ẑ0, N̂, b̂
)
= argmin

Θ
(−log (L (Θ; Rc))) (35)

5. Update the set of recovered emitter positions:

S = S ∪ (x̂0, ŷ0, ẑ0) (36)

6. Calculate the emitter model image Iemitter using equation (13) with the estimated parameters Θ̂:

Iemitter = N̂ ×
Ir̂=(x̂0,ŷ0,ẑ0) [m, n]

∑
m

∑
n

Ir̂ [m, n]
+ b̂ (37)
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7. Subtract Iemitter to update the residual for further fitting:

R = R− Iemitter (38)

Convergence is achieved when either the mean residual drops below a threshold (e.g. mean background per-pixel), or the overall
estimate IS correlation with the measured image plateaus.

Note first that the run-time and amount of computations grow linearly with the number of emitters in the field-of-view. Hence, the
approach is extremely inefficient for dense fields of overlapping emitters. Second, the strategy taken in step 4 is sub-optimal since
the images of overlapping emitters are not explained well by single-emitter fitting. One famous extension of MP is the Orthogonal
Matching Pursuit (OMP) method [70] where in each iteration all accumulated emitters in the set S are re-fitted. In our case this
approach is computationally prohibitive, and is not trivially implemented using MATLAB’s fmincon. Finally, note that for a measured
image with a single-emitter, the approach above reduces to single-emitter fitting with MLE, and hence is more accurate than our CNN
which is limited by the resolution of the output grid (first data point in Fig. 2 main text). This is because our method was tailored
to handle high emitter densities by bounding the precision for the single-emitter case. Although, as shown by recent works [42, 71],
CNNs designed specifically for single-emitter fitting can achieve precision comparable to that of MLE. Hence, a cascaded approach
combining our method with one of [42, 71] could be considered for further accuracy improvement.
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Fig. S13. Continuous matching pursuit. a Coarse dictionary with 20 atoms ak cenetered in xy and spaced with 200 nm steps in z.
b Example unfolding of the MP iterations (residual - top, fitted emitter image - bottom) for a simulated image with 8 overlapping
emitters. c Left: Input image is compared with the overall estimated image IS by MP. Right: 3D comparison of the simualted emitter
positions and the set of recovered positions by MP S. Scale bar is 3 µm.

5 Assesment metrics

To compare localizations directly, we first need to solve the assignment problem [72], meaning, we need to match each recovered

position
(

xrec
i , yrec

i , zrec
i
)
to a nearby ground truth (GT) position

(
xgt

j , ygt
j , zgt

j

)
such that the overall euclidean distance between matched

points is minimized. The matching was computed using the Hungarian algorithm [72] with a threshold distance of 150 nm to rule out
False Positives (FP). Recovered points that were matched to a GT point were regarded as True Positives (TP). And finally, GT points
that were not matched were regarded as False Negatives (FN). Next, following [27] we computed three standard metrics to compare
two sets of points:

a. Jaccard Index (JI) defined as:

JI =
TP

TP + FP + FN
(39)

This metric measures the fraction of correctly identified points in a dataset. A Jaccard index of 1.0 means perfect detection
without spurious FPs. It’s particularely important for localization techniques to detect a large fraction of the molecules in each
frame, as this ultimately dictates the amount of needed frames (e.g. for super-resolution imaging) or more extremely the amount
of needed experiment repetitions (e.g. for extracting the diffusion coefficient from single particle tracking trajectories).
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b. Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) in both the lateral (xy) and the axial (z) dimensions defined as:

Lateral RMSE =

√√√√ 1
TP ∑

i∈STP

(
xrec

m(i) − xgt
i

)2
+
(

yrec
m(i) − ygt

i

)2
(40)

Axial RMSE =

√√√√ 1
TP ∑

i∈STP

(
zrec

m(i) − zgt
i

)2
(41)

Where m (i) is the index of the recovery point matched to GT point i, and STP is the set of matched GT points. These two metrics
quantify the precision the localization algorithm, and ultimately determine the achievable resolution. In contrast to the Jaccard
index, the RMSE is computed only for TPs and lower is better. Moreover, the lowest achievable precision for an unbiased
localization algorithm is bounded by the Cramer-Rao Lower Bound [67].

Although it is possible to define a metric unifying equations (39), (40), and (41) to a single number including also the software
runtime [27], throughout this paper we report all 3 metrics separately for convenience.

6 Comparison to SMAP-2018

We compared the Tetrapod-trained CNN to SMAP-2018 [40], which is a leading single-emitter fitting method that was also successful
in localizing high-density of emitters [27]. We ensured that density is the only factor tested by nullifying the effect of SNR, and
performing the comparison on a test set composed of Tetrapod PSFs with a high SNR per-emitter.

To use SMAP-2018, we started by calibrating the spline coefficients in order to model the PSF. For this purpose, we simulated an
axial stack of a bead PSF covering a 4 µm range with 10 nm steps. The calibration parameters used were the following: ROI size = 41
[px], distance between axial slices = 10 nm, no cross-correlation between slices to for alignment, filter size for peak finding = 8, relative
cutoff = 1, smoothing factor = 1. Next, we used the calibrated spline model to localize emitters. For peak finding we used the maximal
intensity projection PSF probed at the axial slice z = 35, with no additional smoothing (s = 0). The detection cutoff was set to the
absolute (photons) mode with 12 photons, using the maximum criterion. Moreover, we used a rectangular ROI for fitting with 35
[px] sides. MLE fitting was done using the spline model coefficients with 60 iterations of the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm per
emitter. Moreover, for each emitter we initialized the fit with three different starting points in z (z0 = [−1, 0, 1] µm) and chose the
solution with the maximum likelihood. Furthermore, we didn’t exclude the rim of the field-of-view (FOV) since some of the PSFs
were touching the sides. Finally, to reject false positives and keep only precise localizations, we used the following filtering settings:

xy-locprec = 100 nm, relative Log-likelihood = 2, iter < maxiter, and
∣∣∣x f it − xpeak f ind

∣∣∣ < 3.
Although SMAP-2018 is an excellent single-emitter fitting method, here its performance was worse than MP since it was not

designed to handle emitter overlaps. Hence, SMAP being one of the leading software in dense 3D localization for other PSFs [27]
highlights the importance of the method presented in this work.
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Fig. S14. Comparison to SMAP-2018. As expected, the trained CNN is superior to SMAP-2018 in both detectability (Jaccard index)
and in accuracy (Lateral \Axial RMSE). Matching of points was computed with a threshold distance of 150 nm using the Hungar-
ian algorithm [72].
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7 STORM imaging

7.1 Phase mask fabrication

For STORM imaging, the phase mask (PM) was fabricated in fused silica substrate through three iterations of photolithography, with
Reactive Ion Etching(RIE) following each step. Chrome-Soda-lime masks were fabricated by a Direct Write Laser Lithography system
(Heidelberg DWL66+). The fused silica substrate was coated with positive photoresist Az1518 and baked for 2 minutes at 90o C, with
final thickness of 2.3 µm. The Karl Suss MA-6 was used as an exposure tool, with an exposure dose of 28 mJ

cm2 UV light. Three hard
mask patterns are prepared, one for each etching step. Next, the wafer was developed in TMAH: DI solution (concentration of 2.25%)
for 55 seconds, then rinsed with DI water. After achieving the desired resist pattern, the fussed silica wafer was etched by CHF3
plasma using a Plasma-Therm 790 RIE. Three steps of photolithography and etching to 140 nm, 280 nm and 560 nm resulted in 8
different heights from 0 to 980 nm, in steps of 140 nm.

Dry etching - RIE

Quartz wafer

Plasma

Photoresist

0 0.5 1

Photoresist

UV source

UV mask

Quartz wafer

Photolitographya b c

x0.14  [μm] x0.28  [μm] x0.56  [μm]

+

Fig. S15. Phase mask fabrication. a In the photolitography step (top), a wafer coated with photoresist is illuminated through a
hard UV mask. Afterwards, in the dry etching step (bottom), the wafer is etched according to the photoresist pattern. b The three
UV masks used to generate the 3 corresponding height maps: 140 nm, 280 nm, 560 nm. Since the masks are stacked, the final mask
includes 8 different heights, with steps of 140 nm (top). Zoom-in is an experimental measurement of the physical mask using a
standard microscope (middle). Scale bar is 0.5 mm. c Measured z-stack of a bead on the coverslip with the physical mask. Scale bar
is 2µm.

7.2 Resolution analysis

To estimate the resolution of our reconstructed super-resolved image, we simulated images with similar SNR using the retreived phase

mask (Fig. S16). The density of the emitters was varied in the range
[

1
FOV , 35

FOV

] [
emitters

µm2

]
with a field-of-view (FOV) of 13× 13 µm2.

To estimate the experimental density we used the number of localizations recovered by the CNN with a low threshold of T = 10. The

resulting density was ≈0.1
[

emitters
µm2

]
which means the expected resolution is ≈37 nm in xy and ≈50 nm in z. To compare the result to

the single emitter case we calculated the CRLB for a mean signal of 9000
[

photons
emitter

]
, and a mean background of 140

[
photons

pixel

]
. The result

suggests that we achieve a factor of ≈2 relative to the CRLB in precision due to the combination of high density with a low SNR.
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8 Phase retrieval and wobble correction

An accurate PSF model is crucial to achieve optimal localization precision. Hence, to correct for optical aberrations we implemented a

Phase Retrieval (PR) algorithm similar to [29, 42]. First, we scanned the objective with 80 nm steps to acquire an axial stack
{

y f i
nom

}80

i=1
of a single bead (Tetraspeck 0.2um) using the same optical setup of the biological experiments, i.e. excited by a 561 nm laser (Toptica
iChrome MLE), filtered (Chroma 575/90 bandpass) to have a similar wavelength to the cell experiments.

Note that since the bead is imaged on the coverslip, the imaging model discussed in section 2.1 is not a perfect representation. This
is because, near the coverslip (e.g. < 1 µm) we need to account for super-critical angle fluorescence which the mask wasn’t designed
for. Therefore, to nullify this model mismatch from the PR process, and exclusively capture optical aberrations that will be present
deeper in the sample, we used a vectorial diffraction model that assumes freely rotating dipoles [21].

The axial position of the bead was fixed to 0.1 µm which is the bead radius. To calibrate the wobble as function of the axial position,
we define the centroid of the axial slice matching the focus setting fnom = 0 to be the origin (x0, y0) = (0, 0). Moreover, the additive
aberration was assumed to be a combination of the first 50 Zernike polynomials not including piston and tilt:

Mretrieved = Mtheory +

50

∑
j=2

ajZj (42)

This assumption simplifies the optimization process greatly, and reduces it to estimating only 48 Zernike coefficients. On the other
hand, this computational relief comes at the cost of modelling capacity since Zernike polynomials are smooth functions and not well
fitted to model phase-jumps (Fig. S17 a (right panel)) such as in the learned mask or the double helix mask [17]. Nevertheless, we were
able to obtain excellent results with the theoretical learned mask, therefore we used PR only to refine the Tetrapod mask.

Next, let Mretrieved denote the retrieved phase mask, y f i
nom

denote the PSF image at focus position f i
nom, and (xi, yi) denote the lateral

displacement from the defined origin. The PR algorithm alternates between two steps:

1. Fix the retrieved phase mask Mretrieved, and use MLE in conjunction with the model (equation (13)) to estimate the focus position
f i
nom, the SNR (Ni, bi), and the wobble (xi, yi) in each axial slice y f i

nom
:

Θ̂i =
(

x̂i, ŷi, f̂ i
nom, N̂i, b̂i

)
= argmin

Θi

(
−log

(
L
(

Θ; y f i
nom

)))
∀i ∈ {1, ..., 80} (43)
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2. Fix {Θi}80
i=1, calculate the respective model images

{
IΘ̂i

}80

i=1
, and update the retrieved phase mask Mretrieved:

âj = argmin
aj

T

∑
t=1

S

∑
s=1

80

∑
i=1

∣∣∣IΘ̂i
[t, s]− y f̂ i

nom
[t, s]

∣∣∣ ∀j ∈ {2, ..., 50}

Mretrieved = Mtheory +

50

∑
j=2

âjZj (44)

The retrieved phase mask Mretrieved was initialized to the LC-SLM calibrated theoretical mask Mtheory, and
{

f̂ i
nom

}80

i=1
were

initialized to the designed scan positions. Note that differently from [42], here we employed this alternation strategy since the result of
each step depends on the result of the other. Therefore, for an accurate calibration of the wobble [73] over a large axial range we need
to calibrate it using the already retrieved pupil function. Moreover, this approach was more accurate than simply assuming a known
focus position from the stage readout. We found that for our setup 2 iterations were enough to achieve convergence.
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Fig. S17. Phase retrieval and wobble correction. a Calibrated and retrieved Tetrapod (left) and learned (right) masks. Calibration
is achieved by projecting the desired phase pattern on the available LC-SLM calibration voltages. b Comparison of the simulated
PSFs using the calibrated/retrieved mask to an experimentally measured z-stack of a fluorescent bead with a similar emission
wavelength to the cell data. The PR algorithm managed to recover the aberration for the Tetrapod mask (white arrows), and failed
to recover it for the learned mask (yellow arrows). c Calibrated lateral wobble as function of the focus position for the Tetrapod
(left) and the learned mask (right). Scale bar is 3 µm.
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9 Experimental ground truth

To approximate ground truth 3D positions of the telomeres (Fig. S18), we scanned the sample in the axial direction with 100 nm steps
covering a 5 µm range (see Supplementary Data 1). Next, the telomeres were localized in each frame using ThunderSTORM [74] to
extract the lateral position (i.e. XY centroid). Afterwards, the approximate axial position of each detected telomere was determined by
fitting a 2nd order polynomial to the mean intensity profile along 17 adjacent axial slices (Fig. S18 b-d). The resulting z locations were
multiplied by a factor of 1.33

1.518 to account for refractive index mismatch [75, 76]. To compare the recovered positions to the approximate
experimentally calibrated GT, we corrected the lateral recovered position using the wobble calibration matching the recovered axial
position. To estimate the wobble for unmeasured axial positions we used cubic spline interpolation.
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Fig. S18. Experimental ground truth estimation. a Focus slice with 3 marked emitters. b - d Estimation of the axial position for the
3 emitters. The emitters vary in size (e.g. b vs. d) and signal photons (e.g. b vs. c), therefore the fit accuracy is limited. Scale bar is 3
µm.
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10 Additional telomere results

 [μm]X

 [μm]Z

 [μm]Y

Experimental Reconstruction

Experimental Reconstruction  [μm]X

 [μm]Y

 [μm]Z

Ground truth

True positive
False positive

a

b

2 3 4 5 6

Fig. S19. Experimental demonstration for a higher focus setting. a Experimental snapshot with the Tetrapod PSF (left), rendered
image from the 3D recovered positions by the Tetrapod CNN (middle), and a 3D comparison of the recovered positions and the
approximate experimental ground truth (right). b Experimental snapshot with the learned PSF (left), rendered image from the 3D
recovered positions by the learned PSF CNN (middle), and a 3D comparison of the recovered positions and the approximate exper-
imental ground truth (right). Note that the reconstructions PSFs were scaled according to their retrieved intensity, therefore some
appear dim, however their positions are correctly recovered as apparent in the right figures. The Jaccard index for the Tetrapod PSF
was 0.85 compared to 0.89 for the learned PSF. Scale bar is 3 µm.
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Fig. S20. Experimental demonstration for a lower SNR. a Experimental snapshot with the Tetrapod PSF (top), rendered image
from the 3D recovered positions by the Tetrapod CNN (middle), and a 3D comparison of the recovered positions and the approx-
imate experimental ground truth (bottom). b Experimental snapshot with the learned PSF (top), rendered image from the 3D re-
covered positions by the learned PSF CNN (middle), and a 3D comparison of the recovered positions and the approximate experi-
mental ground truth (bottom). Note that the reconstructions PSFs were scaled according to their retrieved intensity, therefore some
appear dim, however their positions are correctly recovered as apparent in the right figures. The Jaccard index for the Tetrapod PSF
was 0.52 compared to 0.72 for the learned PSF. Scale bar is 3 µm.
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