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Figure S1. The adhesion signal distribution of HeLa fitted with lognormal distributions on 

50% PPR-coated surface with glycocalyx digestion (ChrABC enzyme) and TE cell dissociation 

(first column) and with different cell dissociation methods (second column). The median and 

mean exhibit a monotonic decrease, while the standard deviation increases with higher enzyme 

concentration compared to lower enzyme concentration, resulting in a wider distribution. For 

Gibco and EDTA compared to TE, the effect on the distributions' median and mean are the 

opposite; they show an increase instead of a decrease. However, the impact on the standard 

deviation remains the same, the Gibco distribution has a smaller standard deviation than that 
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of the EDTA distribution. (It is important to note that TE was used in the glycocalyx digestion 

experiments.) 

 

 > 0.1 50 % PPR Non-coated Fibronectin 

Gibco 31% 11% 11% 

EDTA 45% 15% 13% 

TE 39% 21% 15% 

Table S1. The ratio of cells with a signal drop larger than 0.1 (1-WSend /WSmax > 0.1) for the 

three cell dissociation methods on the three different surfaces. 

 

> 0.2 50 % PPR Non-coated Fibronectin 

Gibco 14% 1% 4% 

EDTA 18% 3% 4% 

TE 18% 3% 5% 

Table S2. The ratio of cells with a signal drop larger than 0.2 (1-WSend /WSmax > 0.2) for the 

three cell dissociation methods on the three different surfaces. 

 

 

Figure S2. The sensor signal drop distribution of HeLa, on different surfaces (columns) and 

with different cell dissociation methods (rows). In the last row, the distributions of the different 

dissociation methods' median, mean, and standard deviation are depicted. In the last column, 

the median, mean, and standard deviation of the distributions of the different cell adhesion 

surfaces are shown. The significance analysis was carried out with a non-parametric Kruskal-
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Wallis H-test test with Wilcoxon signed-rank test. p<0.05: *, p<0.01: **, p<0.001: ***, 

p<0.0001: **** 


