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The accurate characterization of the spatial potential generated by a planar electrode in a surface-type Paul
trap is of great interest. To achieve this, we employ a simple yet highly precise parametric expression to de-
scribe the spatial field of a rectangular-shaped electrode. Based on this, an optimization method is introduced
to precisely characterize the axial electric field intensity created by the powered electrode and the stray field.
In contrast to existing methods, various types of experimental data, such as the equilibrium position of ions
in a linear string, equilibrium positions of single trapped ions and trap frequencies, are utilized for potential
estimation in order to mitigate systematic errors. This approach offers significant flexibility in voltage settings
for data collection, making it particularly well-suited for surface electrode traps where ion probe trapping height
may vary with casual voltage settings. In our demonstration, we successfully minimized the discrepancy be-
tween experimental observations and model predictions to an impressive extent. The relative errors of secular
frequencies were suppressed within ±0.5%, and the positional error of ions was limited to less than 1.2 µm, all
surpassing those achieved by existing methodologies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Trapped ions are considered highly promising for quantum
computing due to their impressive characteristics, including
long coherence time [1, 2], high operation fidelity [3–5], and
full connectivity [6]. To scale up the trapped ions and reduce
the complexity of manipulation, two approaches are proposed
for a stand-alone system. Firstly, the confinement potential
can be engineered to be anharmonic to allow for the approx-
imate uniform arrangement of a large number of ions [7, 8].
Alternatively, the Quantum Charge-Coupled Device (QCCD)
architecture [9] can be implemented using surface electrode
traps (SET) [10, 11]. This approach involves controlling volt-
ages to enable ions to shuttle between different functional
zones segmented by multiple direct current (DC) electrodes,
facilitating their interaction [12, 13]. In both of these schemes,
precise calibration of the spatial confinement potentials cre-
ated by DC electrodes is essential. Particularly in the QCCD
architecture, maintaining trap frequencies [14] and minimiz-
ing phonon excitation [15–17] or creating trajectory with mo-
tional squeezing [18] necessitates precisely pre-calibration of
the ion trap potential.

The SET with segmented shuttling-control electrodes of-
fers an ideal platform for realizing the QCCD architecture.
Various methods for potential estimation have been devel-
oped to optimize trap geometry and determine the best op-
erating voltages. For instance, analytical methods have been
established for calculating the potential of planar electrodes
[19, 20], with specific formulas derived for planar rectangu-
lar electrodes [21]. While these methods offer convenience in
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trap design, their accuracy is limited due to the idealized as-
sumption that vacancies in the electrode plane are filled by
zero-potential electrodes, and ignored the presence of gaps
between electrodes. Furthermore, these methods cannot han-
dle the 3D structure of real traps, including finite metal thick-
nesses, multiple metal layers, oxide layers and loading holes.
To overcome these limitations, numerical simulations, such
as the finite element method (FEM) and the boundary element
method (BEM) [22] are employed. However, even with nu-
merical simulations, accurately replicating the true potential
of an ion trap remains a significant challenge, primarily due
to the presence of unexpected electrode defects, wire bonds,
and environmental potentials induced by nearby entities in a
real experimental system.

As expected, direct measurement of the actual potential is
the most accurate method. Trapped ions can serve as excel-
lent field probes for AC fields [23–25], DC fields [26–28],
and electrical noise [29]. Measuring the trap frequency by
shuttling an ion along the trap axis has been applied to probe
the local field [30]. Additionally, the spatial distribution of po-
tential can be derived by measuring the equilibrium position
of ions in a string by taking images [31]. These two meth-
ods focus on local and spatial electric fields, respectively, and
the full trap potential information should be obtained by com-
bining them. However, achieving this is currently challeng-
ing due to the intrinsic connection between these two aspects.
For instance, in the spatial field measurement method [31],
large spacing between ions is preferred to enhance the mea-
surement sensitivity, but this lead to larger interpolation errors
[31]. Consequently, the trap frequencies calculated from the
derived electric field is noisy, as it relates to the derivative of
electric field strength and sensitive to local field fluctuations.
Additionally, as the measured data are image-based, measure-
ment accuracy is greatly affected by the quality of magnifica-
tion calibration in the imaging system. Furthermore, during
the calibration of the potential of a SET, the top-down asym-
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metry of the surface electrode structure typically leads to vari-
ations in the trapping height of ions in response to changes in
electrode voltages. This can displace ion probes from their
expected positions and introduce a excess systematic error.

In this paper, we introduce an optimization-based trap char-
acterization method designed to reduce the systematic errors
mentioned above, which also yields the benefit of obtaining a
smooth and accurate spatial potential. This method is based
on the premise that the axial electrode potential can be ex-
pressed using a parametric empirical expression, and the stray
field exhibits a simple form. The validity of the former is sup-
ported by BEM simulation results, and the latter is typically
true for a limited trap region and a relatively stable trap envi-
ronment during the experimental cycle. Compared to existing
methods that rely on linear ion crystals [31], our approach
employs numerical optimization rather than interpolation and
differential procedures, therefore reduces numerical errors in-
troduced by interpolation and integration. Additionally, uti-
lizing a multi-objective optimization method with constraints
[32] allows us to exploit measured trap frequencies as auxil-
iary data, helping to minimize systematic errors resulting from
magnification calibration error. Most importantly, in contrast
to previous method which requires changing the voltage on
each pair of electrodes in a regular interval and alternating
manner, our method allows more flexible voltage settings to
move ion string probes, which can maintain constant trapping
heights in a SET and reducing the systematic error caused by
ion height variations. The accuracy of our new method has
been validated through a comprehensive comparison with the
existing one, conducted under nearly identical experimental
conditions.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section II pro-
vides a review of existing trap characterization methods and
presents the principles underlying our optimization-based ap-
proach. In Section III, we describe the experimental setup
for data collection. The primary results of this study are pre-
sented in Section IV, where we obtain the field strengths of
electrodes and ambient sources using both methods and com-
pare them with experimental data. Finally, we conclude in
Section V.

II. THEORY

II.1. Brief Review of the Existing Trap Characterizing
Methods

The linear SET utilizes radiofrequency (RF) electrodes for
radial confinement and DC electrodes for axial confinement
and shuttling control. In our SET setup, all electrodes are
nearly rectangular and situated in the same plane. The unit-
voltage potential φk is generated when a voltage of 1 V is ap-
plied to the k-th electrode while all other electrodes remain
at 0 V. The total axial potential in the SET, excluding the RF
pseudopotential component, can be expressed as:

Φt =
N

∑
k=1

Vkφk, (1)

where, N represents the number of DC electrodes, and Vk is
the voltage applied to the k-th electrode. Consequently, accu-
rately determining the form of φk is the primary goal of trap
potential characterization. Additionally, there exists a static
ambient potential stemming from such as unexpected dielec-
tric near the trap, which we label as Φs and also aim to deter-
mine in the following analysis.

We begin by reviewing the theoretical methods for describ-
ing trap potentials Φt . The electrostatic potential of a rectan-
gular electrode can be calculated analytically by the method
developed by M. G. House [21]. This model assumes that the
electrodes extend infinitely within the plane and have infinite
small gaps, and the static potential of a unit-voltage rectangu-
lar electrode is then described by the following expression:

φk(x,y,z) = 1
2π

{
arctan

[
(xk2−x)(zk2−z)

y
√

y2+(xk2−x)2+(zk2−z)2

]
−arctan

[
(xk1−x)(zk2−z)

y
√

y2+(xk1−x)2+(zk2−z)2

]
−arctan

[
(xk2−x)(zk1−z)

y
√

y2+(xk2−x)2+(zk1−z)2

]
+arctan

[
(xk1−x)(zk1−z)

y
√

y2+(xk1−x)2+(zk1−z)2

]}
, (2)

here, (xk1,0,zk1) and (xk2,0,zk2) represent the coordinates of
opposite corners of the k-th electrode.

However, it’s important to note that this expression does not
precisely match the actual potential. A more accurate unit-
voltage potential φk can be obtained by numerical simulations
employing the standard BEM or FEM.

While these theoretical approaches are valuable in many as-
pects, they exhibit limitations when it comes to deriving Φs,
and do not meet the required accuracy for precise shuttling
control. Therefore, we are pursuing a measurement method to
determine the unit-voltage potential φk and stray field Φs.

We will now provide a concise overview of the measure-
ment method as demonstrated by M. Brownnutt et al. [31].
For simplicity, we consider single-charged ions confined to
one dimension (1D) along the x-axis, subjected to a confining
potential Φt +Φs. Each ion, denoted as i and positioned at xi
within the stationary linear chain, experiences a Coulomb re-
pulsion force originating from all other ions, as described by
the following equation:

Fion(xi) =
e2

4πε0
∑
j ̸=i

|xi − x j|
(xi − x j)3 . (3)

In this equation, e represents the charge of an ion, ε0 de-
notes the vacuum permittivity, while xi and x j signify the po-
sitions of ions i and j, respectively. This force is equal in
magnitude and acts in opposition to the external force gener-
ated by the confining potential, which is associated with the
electric field intensity Eext(xi) =−Fion(xi)/e.

Using the ion positions as interpolation points, the func-
tion Eext(xi) can be numerically integrated to determine the in-
stantaneous confining potential in 1D, albeit with an unimpor-
tant unknown integration constant. It’s worth noting that the
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FIG. 1. Ion string used as the potential probe. An linear ion chain is trapped above the SET and Doppler-cooled by the 397 nm and 866 nm
laser light. Every time the voltage on one specific pair of the DC electrodes changed, the ion string will move to a new equilibrium position.
The moving ion strings allow us to probe the spatial field distribution.

force Eext(xi) comprises two components: Eext(xi) = Et(xi)+
Es(xi). Here, Et(xi) is associated with all the DC electrodes
and is voltage-dependent, while Es(xi) arises from all other
unspecified sources and remains voltage-independent, often
referred to as the stray field. The corresponding potentials are
Φt and Φs, respectively.

To measure the unit-voltage potential φk, the voltage on the
k-th pair of electrodes is systematically varied by a small in-
crement δ . The total potential Φ = Φt +Φs depends not only
on the voltage applied to the electrode of interest, Vk, but also
on the voltages of the other electrodes collectively referred to
as VB. The unit-voltage potential provided by the electrode of
interest can be calculated by the expression:

φk(x) = Φt(x,Vk = 1,VB = 0) (4)
= [Φ(x,Vk +δ ,VB)−Φ(x,Vk,VB)]×1V/δ .

Since the change in voltage δ result in a shift in the ion
positions xi, it is possible to compute the potential Φt(x,1,0)
for all values of x within the overlapping range of the two
datasets, Φ(x,VA+δ ,VB) and Φ(x,VA,VB), with the aid of data
interpolation. The measurable regions can be expanded as the
ion string moves with adjusted Vk.

Error analysis has indicated that the accuracy of this method
is limited by data interpolation. The measurement uncertainty
of the field is smaller when ion densities are lower, however,
the numerical interpolation become less accurate in the limit
of low ion density. Yet, even when averaged, the smoothness
of the curve Φt(x,1,0) is not guaranteed, which may lead to
fluctuations when calculating the trap frequency.

Furthermore, it’s crucial to acknowledge that while the
demonstration is conducted in a 3D trap, as opposed to a
SET, the trapping height remains unaffected even when al-
tering only one pair of DC voltages at a time. However, this
scenario differs in a SET, where changes in DC voltages usu-
ally lead to variations in trapping height. To maintain the trap-
ping height as constant as possible in a SET, it becomes im-
perative to ensure that the vertical component of the electrode

field strength remains consistent. This can be facilitated by
calculating the trapping voltage settings using the 3D poten-
tial derived from numerical simulations. However, deriving
the unit-voltage potential using this method in a SET is not as
straightforward.

II.2. Basic Theory of The Optimization-Based Method

We present a data processing method rooted in numerical
optimization with the objective of minimizing the disparity
between the data predicted by the model and the experimental
measurements. To circumvent the need for integration, we opt
to directly determine the unit-voltage electric field intensity of
the k-th electrode, denoted as Ek(x,1,0), instead of φk(x,1,0).
This approach necessitates the establishment of a parametric
expression for the electric field intensity. In the case of rect-
angular electrodes, we may employ the partial derivatives of
Eq. (2). Here, the 1D distribution along the trap axis is ob-
tained by setting y as the trap height and z = 0. However, this
equation is excessively complex for optimization purposes.

Our investigation has revealed that the 1D unit-voltage po-
tential curve along the x-axis, derived either from Eq. (2) or
the BEM, can be effectively approximated by an unnormal-
ized Lorentz curve, with an error margin of only a few thou-
sandths under specific conditions discussed in the Appendix.
As depicted in Fig. 2(a), the unit-voltage 1D potential of
the 8-th electrode, calculated using the BEM method, closely
matches a Lorentz function for a rectangular electrode with
147 µm wide and 0.94 mm long. Additionally, the axial com-
ponent of the electric field strength closely matches the first
derivative of the Lorentz function, as shown in Fig. 2(b).

Hence, we initiate the process by proposing an ansatz for
the parametric expression of the electric potential associated



4

0

2 0

4 0

6 0
 B E M  m o d e l
 L o r e n t z  f i t
 e r r o r

��
(m

V)
( a )

( b )
- 0 . 1 6
- 0 . 0 8
0 . 0 0
0 . 0 8
0 . 1 6

 D�
�(m

V)

- 8 0 0 - 6 0 0 - 4 0 0 - 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 8 0 0
- 8 0

0
8 0

1 6 0
 B E M  m o d e l
 L o r e n t z  f i t
 e r r o r

x  ( m m )

E x 
(V

/m
)

- 0 . 1
0 . 0
0 . 1
0 . 2

DE
x (V

/m
)

FIG. 2. Lorentz fit of the 1D unit-voltage potential curve along trap
axis. (a) The potential curve and (b) the axial component of the
electric field strength. The blue dashed lines are calculated by BEM
method, and the red solid lines are derived by the fitted Lorentz func-
tion. The fitting errors ∆φ and ∆Ex are shown in red dotted line.

with the k-th rectangular electrode:

φk(x) =
Akγk

(x− xk)2 + γ2
k
. (5)

The free parameters, denoted as Ak and γk, are to be deter-
mined, and xk represents the central position of the k-th elec-
trode. Subsequently, the x-component of the electric field in-
tensity can be computed as Ek(x) =−∂φk(x)/∂x. These para-
metric functions are employed to express the x-component
of the total electric field intensity as E(x) = ∑

N
k=1 VkEk(x)+

Es(x).
We assume that the stray electric field remains constant

throughout the measurement process and the axial distribution
of the stray electric field conforms to the following form:

Es(x) = ax2 +bx+ c, (6)

where, a, b and c are yet to be determined. Please note that
higher-order terms should be added if a long shuttling range
or a complex environment are involved.

The optimization method’s primary objective is to mini-
mize the sum of squared errors between the predicted and
measured trapping forces, (i.e. eEext(x) and −Fion(xi)), for
all ions in a string across different voltage settings.

In addition to extracting information from the equilibrium
positions of the ion string, we can utilize secular motion
frequency data acquired at various voltage settings to de-
termine model parameters. Unlike the equilibrium position
of the trapped ions, the secular motion frequency is intri-
cately connected to the second derivative of the potential at
the location of the potential minimum, denoted as D(xi) =
∑

N
k=1 VkDk(xi)+Ds(xi), which can be expressed as follows:

ωx =

√
eD(xi)

Mion
. (7)

here, xi represents the equilibrium position, with the nota-
tion Dk(xi) =

∂ 2φk(x)
∂x2 |x=xi , Ds(xi) =

∂ 2Φs(x)
∂x2 |x=xi . This secular

frequency is unrelated to ion imaging, and systematic errors
associated with magnification calibration can be partially ad-
dressed by taking it into account.

By leveraging different datasets with distinct characteris-
tics, we can enhance the precision of local field determination.
To maximize the utility of all these datasets, the characteriza-
tion process can be viewed as a multi-objective optimization
problem with two objective functions:

Furthermore, the equilibrium position (xi) of a singular ion,
trapped under specific voltage conditions, acts as a constraint
in our solution. This position is ascertained within the trap
model by locating the root of E(xi) = 0. While the dataset
from a single ion provides high accuracy, primarily only in-
fluenced by the positional uncertainty of the ion itself, it pos-
sesses limited spatial coverage compared to the ion string
dataset.

By leveraging diverse datasets, each exhibiting unique char-
acteristics, we can improve the precision of local field deter-
mination. To optimize the use of these datasets, the charac-
terization process can be conceptualized as a multi-objective
optimization problem with two objective functions:

t1 = ∑
i, j
|Ẽion(U j,x j,i)−Es(x j,i)−

N

∑
k=1

Vj,kEk(x j,i)|2

t2 = ∑
j

∣∣∣∣ω̃x(U j,x j)−

√
eDs(x j)

M
+

N

∑
k=1

eVj,kDk(x j)

M

∣∣∣∣2
subject to |Es(x j)+∑

N
k=1 Vj,kEk(x j)| ≤ ∆Ẽ.

In this formulation, x j,i (or simply x j for a single ion) rep-
resents the position of the i-th ion in a linear chain under the
j-th voltage setting U j, where the k-th electrode has a voltage
of Vj,k. Ẽion(U j,x j,i) and ω̃x(U j,x j) denote the measured elec-
tric field intensity with ion strings and measured secular fre-
quency, respectively, under specific voltage settings U j. Here,
N signifies the total number of electrodes. The undetermined
parameters, Ak and γk, are embedded within the expressions
of Es, Ek, Ds, and Dk. The constraint is designed to align the
predicted position of a single ion with the measured xi, while
considering a field intensity uncertainty ∆Ẽ = Mω̃2

x ∆x/e aris-
ing from the random error in the ion’s position (∆x).

The total number of undetermined parameters in this sce-
nario amounts to 2N + 3, growing linearly with the number
of electrodes involved. For instances involving fewer than
10 electrode pairs, as demonstrated in this work, the prob-
lem can be effectively tackled using global optimization algo-
rithms like Differential Evolution. In scenarios with a higher
number of electrodes, we suggest dividing them into multi-
ple groups, each capable of trapping ions and independently
characterized experimentally. This approach will enhance the
efficiency of the optimization process, shorten the experimen-
tal duration, and aligns well with the assumption of a constant
stray field.

Our method eliminates the need for data interpolation since
it focus on sampling points that coincide with ion positions.
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Moreover, our approach combines the advantages of analyt-
ical functions and experimental measurements, ensuring a
seamless and precise potential. The optimization algorithm
is adaptable to various types of experimental data, thereby
enhancing the model’s accuracy. Furthermore, this method
is well-suited for SET as it enables the control of the ion
string’s movement by adjusting DC voltages applied to all the
electrodes collectively, rather than one pair at a time. This
approach allows for the maintenance of the trapping height
throughout the entire measurement through pre-voltage de-
sign. The advanced voltage update strategy, however, is de-
pend on the 3D potential of the trap model and beyond of the
scope of this work.

III. EXPERIMENTAL DEMONSTRATION

We implement the scheme in our "five wire" linear SET.
The apparatus is described in reference [33]. The trap con-
sists of fifteen pairs of DC electrodes, as shown in Fig. 3.
The DC electrodes labeled from 1a(b) to 15a(b) are used for
axial confinement. The other electrodes (RF1(2) and GND)
provide the transverse confinement. The RF loaded into the
trap has a frequency of Ωr f /2π = 22.7 MHz, resulting in a
transverse trap frequency of about 2.6 MHz. The tight con-
finement achieved allows us to move the ion crystal along the
trap axis without altering the trapping height too much when
adjusting a single pair of DC electrodes. To mitigate height
variations, an improved voltage updating strategy is essential.
However, for the purpose of this work, we opted to vary the
voltage of a single pair of electrodes to compare results with
the existing method. The associated systematic error is then
assessed through simulated 3D potential.

Our axial confining potential is powered by 9 channels of
a 16-bit resolution DAC device, offering an output range of
(−10V ∼ 10V ). Specifically, only the central nine (i.e. 4a(b)
to 12a(b)) out of the fifteen pairs of DC electrodes are actively
used, with the remaining pairs grounded.

1a 15a

0 x

z

1b 15b

8 a

8 b

RF1

RF2

GND

(x2, z2)

(x1, z1)

xy

z

147

14
7

18
0

10

FIG. 3. Schematic diagram of the "five wire" linear ion trap. The
DC electrodes of 147 µm located at the y = 0 plane are labeled from
1a(b) to 15a(b). The RF electrodes (RF1(2) ) have the width of 147
µm and GND electrode is 180 µm wide.

The 40Ca+ ions are loaded through a three-step photo-

ionization process from Ca atoms, which are evaporated by
heating an atom oven. This loading method utilizes laser light
with wavelengths of 423 nm and 732 nm, as described in [34].
A linear chain of the 40Ca+ ions is confined in an anharmonic
potential along the trap axis. The minimum spacing between
adjacent ions is above 10 µm to ensure the field sensing sen-
sitivity. The linear chain is Doppler cooled with 397 nm and
866 nm laser light. We have two 397 nm laser beams, one
is along the (1,0,0) direction which provides cooling in the x
direction. The other is slightly tilted away from the (1,0,1) di-
rection, predominantly providing cooling in the z and x direc-
tion, while having only a little component in the y direction.
The uncooled motion in y direction is basically irrelevant in
this experiment, since the sensitive surface of the camera is
oriented perpendicular to this direction.

Cooling ions to the Doppler-limit is not necessary, but sup-
pressing the micromotion as much as possible is important,
because this will reduce the uncertainty of ion position. When
the voltages are identically applied to the pair of electrodes,
micromotion is negligible in the z direction in our trap. Coarse
micromotion compensation in the y direction is achieved by
adjusting the height of the ions above the trap until the images
of the individual ions are best localized on the camera. The
number of ions in the chain will decrease gradually due to the
collision with residual gas in the vacuum chamber. Loading
process will be launched to keep the ion number within 6 to
19 in an experiment.

In the experimental scheme, each pair of the electrodes la-
beled "ia" and "ib" (4 ≤ i ≤ 12) are loaded with the same volt-
ages respectively, and thus the unit-voltage potentials are de-
termined by pairs. In the ion string data set acquisition stage,
voltage on each ith pair are repeatedly updated with a volt-
age increment of δi ∼ 0.02V while keeping all the other volt-
ages unchanged, pushing the ion string move across the region
of interest (∼ 280µm, limited by the beam width of diagonal
397-nm laser, and within the fitting range of the Lorentz func-
tion).

Note that keeping the δi constant for a specific ith electrode
and the other voltages constant is necessary for the interpo-
lation method, but not for ours. Actually, to cover wider op-
erating voltage range and mitigate systematic error caused by
trapping height variation, change voltages on different elec-
trodes simultaneously is preferred. As a contrast, recording
all the voltages on each electrode is necessary for the latter but
not for the former. We keep the δi constant in the experiment,
ensuring that the outcomes of both methods can be effectively
compared using a uniform dataset. In this way, the efficiency
of the new method can be verified. Concurrently, we evaluate
the impact of height variation on systematic errors by employ-
ing a simulated 3D potential model.

Every time the voltages of the DC electrodes are updated,
an image of the linear ion string is taken by an electron-
multiplying charge-coupled device (EMCCD iXon Ultra 888).
The customized lens provides approximately 19.2x magnifica-
tion, resulting in a final imaging range of 693 µm by 693 µm,
with a resolution of 0.676 µm per pixel size. The magnifica-
tion of the system is calibrated by capturing the image of a
trap electrode with a known width. This calibration is further
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verified through the imaging of two trapped ions, allowing for
the precise calculation of their separation based on the mea-
sured trap frequency.

The position of an ion in the string under voltages U j is
determined using a 2D Gaussian fit. For each ion i, we first
derive the center of mass position. Then, the image is parti-
tioned into sections from the midpoint between two adjacent
ions, with each section containing only one ion, and the 2D
Gaussian fit is applicable. The position error, estimated to be
less than 0.4 µm, is determined by the fitting quality. These
positions x j,i are then utilized to calculate the electric field in-
tensity Ẽext(U j,x j,i) using Eq. (3).

The procedure for acquiring the equilibrium position of a
single ion x j under certain voltages U j is similar. Upon ad-
justing the voltage settings, the image of a single trapped ion
is captured, and a 2D Gaussian fit is applied to determine the
ion’s position. Throughout the measurement, both the exact
position of the ion trap and the imaging system remain un-
changed.

The secular frequencies ω̃x(U j,x j) are then measured by
resonant excitation, with the equilibrium positions and voltage
settings recorded at the same time. The excitation signal pro-
vided by a sine wave generator is connected to the outermost
DC electrode. To ensure utmost accuracy a single trapped ion
and a very weak resonant excitation signal are employed. Flu-
orescence levels change as the excitation frequency sweeps
across the resonance point. The measurement uncertainty is
maintained at less than ±0.5 kHz. When acquiring different
types of data, the voltage settings don’t need to be the same.

In our experiment, the number of undetermined parameters
is as large as 21. Consequently, the datasets must be suffi-
ciently extensive to minimize parameter uncertainty. We cap-
ture over 30 images for each pair of electrodes under varying
voltages. Each image comprises 6 to 19 ions, along with 20
secular frequencies and positions of two single-trapped ions
(more would be preferable). The total number of data points
exceeds 3500, all of which are utilized in our optimization
method. However, the interpolation method can only make
use of a subset of these data points. Position data near the ends
of the ion string is not useful for the interpolation method, as
the number of overlapped samples is insufficient for averaging
to effectively reduce random errors.

For comparison, both the interpolation method and our op-
timization approach are employed to derive the unit-voltage
field intensity for each pair of DC electrodes, as well as for
the stray field.

IV. RESULT

Electric field intensity of the electrodes and stray field
We first use the interpolation method proposed by M.

Brownnutt et al.[31] to calculate unit-voltage electric field in-
tensity of the DC electrodes in pairs, utilizing only the ion
string data set. The results, depicted as black dotted lines in
Fig. 4, exhibit noticeable random fluctuations, particularly at
the two ends of the region where the samples for averaging

are scarce. To characterize the trap better, we smooth these
curves by fitting them with a Lorentz function based on Eq.
(5), but restrict the fit to data within −110 ∼ 110µm to avoid
significant errors, as illustrated by the blue lines in Fig. 4.

In the same figure, the red lines represent the results ob-
tained using our newly proposed optimization method, which
utilizes all collected data without discarding the ends. The op-
timization targets, t1 and t2, are combined and balanced with a
weighting factor. Two positions of single-trapped ions under
different voltages are used to constrain the solution.

- 1 5 0 - 1 0 0 - 5 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 1 5 0
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FIG. 4. Unit-voltage electric field intensity curves of electrode 4−
12 derived by different methods. Each curve corresponds to the ith

electrode, labeled by number i on the left. The black solid lines with
dots represent results from the interpolation method. The discrete
data within the range (−110,110)µm are fitted using the Lorentz
function Eq. (5), resulting in the blue solid lines. The red solid lines
are derived using the optimization method, utilizing all experimental
data.

The stray electric field can be derived using both methods.
In the optimization method, it is solved directly. However, in
the interpolation method, the stray electric field has been sub-
tracted as a background. Therefore, we calculate the residual
error between the measured electric field and the predicted
one after deriving all the unit-voltage electric field intensities.
The stray electric field intensity along the axis is separately
derived by the two methods, as shown in Fig. 5. As evident
from the results presented in the following section, the fre-
quencies and ion position errors calculated by our method are
smaller. Therefore, we can infer that the stray fields obtained
by our method better match reality. We hypothesize that this
advantage is primarily attributed to the reduction of system-
atic errors and interpolation errors. The curves indicate that
the main source of the stray field is not far from the trap cen-
ter, possibly originating from the light charging effect due to
the laser beams.

The unit-voltage field intensity of each electrode in the blue
(red) curves in Fig. 4, multiplied by the applied voltages,
along with the stray field represented by the blue (red) curve
in Fig. 5, constitute the trapping field E(x). The calibrated
model E(x) can then be used to simulate trapping dynamics.

The random errors of the measured potential δEx, are pri-
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FIG. 5. The stray electric field intensity Es. The blue dashed line
(red solid line) is derived using the trap model according to interpo-
lation (optimization) method.

marily constrained by the resolution of the imaging system
and is independent of the data processing method. These ran-
dom errors vary depending on relevant positions and elec-
trodes, as is shown in the blue marks of Fig. 6. These
calculations consider all the random errors of ion positions
in the string and contributions of all the involved ion string
by 1

Nsample
∑

Nsample
j=1 ∑

Nion
i=1 (Eion(x+δx)−Eion(x))2. It is evident

that, except for those associated with the 8th pair of elec-
trodes, the random error is significantly greater for positions
at the ends compared to those in the middle, due to the much
lower number of overlapped images in these regions. The rea-
son why the 8th pair of electrodes is an exception is that it has
a very weak Ex component. As a result, ions are less sensitive
to changes in the electric field strength in this region, leading
to a relatively small overall random error.

Simultaneously, systematic errors induced by height varia-
tion, denoted as ∆Ex, are calculated using the 3D simulated
potential, as shown in Fig. 6 with red marks. They are de-
duced by evaluating the height variation resulting from the
adjusted voltages in each measurement. Like the random er-
rors, it is also independent of the data processing method. In
our experiments, while this error is not very significant, it is
not negligible when compared to random errors. This error
may contribute to the positional inaccuracies predicted by the
obtained potential model, as shown is Fig. 7(a).

It is crucial to emphasize that this error graph specifically
describe errors associated with each image data (collected
by the adjusted electrode), rather than the error of the unit-
voltage potential for each electrode. Due to the comprehen-
sive nature of systematic errors in the calibrated potential,
it is impractical to deduce systematic errors of the derived
field model. Hence, ensuring a consistent ion trapping height
through optimized voltage configuration during measurement
is essential. Nevertheless, discussions concerning the ram-
ifications and considerations of this strategy are beyond the
scope of this work.
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FIG. 6. Measurement error of the ion string field probe. The random
error δEx induced by imaging resolution is shown in blue, and the
systematic error ∆Ex induced by ion height variation is shown in red.
The error associated with different voltages on certain electrodes are
grouped in to sub-pictures: (a) 4-th (in circle) and 12-th (in diamond)
electrodes, (b) 5-th (in circle) and 11-th (in diamond) electrodes, (c)
6-th (in circle) and 10-th (in diamond) electrodes, (d) 7-th (in circle),
8-th (in X-marked diamond) and 9-th (in diamond) electrodes.

Assessing the model accuracy
The calculated values are subsequently compared with the

measured results to assess their accuracy. Employing the trap
models established above, one can simulate the equilibrium
position of each ion in a linear chain using either the simu-
lated annealing method [35] or molecular dynamics simula-
tion [36]. In our 1D molecular dynamics simulation, we em-
ploy the velocity-Verlet algorithm, implementing significant
damping to accelerate the equilibrium process. To evaluate
the accuracy of the derived trap models, the equilibrium posi-
tions of ions in a string and the secular frequencies are deter-
mined using the two derived trap models under experimental
voltages.

For each electrode k, we select five voltage settings from ex-
perimental data with different Vk values to conduct molecular
dynamics simulations. The chosen Vk values include the max-
imum and minimum experimental values, with the spacings as
evenly distributed as possible. The simulated equilibrium po-
sitions are then compared with the measured ones. The posi-
tion errors of ions belonging to the same voltage-varying elec-
trode are averaged and shown in Fig. 7(a), with the shadow
representing standard deviation.

The results indicate that the trap model derived by the op-
timization method is more accurate compared to the one ob-
tained by the modified interpolation, as the errors are gener-
ally smaller, along with a reduced standard deviation. The
maximum error is approximately 1.2 µm for the optimization
method and 2.2 µm for the interpolation method.

Relatively larger errors are observed associate with the 8th

electrode in both trap models. This suggests the presence of
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FIG. 7. Errors of the x positions and axial secular motion frequen-
cies predicted by the two different trap models. (a) Mean errors of
the predicted x positions, with the standard deviation represented by
shades. (b) The relative errors of the axial secular frequencies are
plotted. The blue dashed line with diamond (red solid line with dot)
is according to the trap model derived using modified interpolation
(optimization) method.

common systematic errors in these models. They are possibly
stemming from ion height variation during data collection due
to the voltage update strategy. Therefore, it is recommended
to adopt different voltage configurations in the calibration pro-
cess rather than solely focusing on variations around a specific
set of voltages.

In Fig. 7(b), the relative errors of predicted axial secular
frequencies calculated using Eq. (7) for the two different mod-
els are displayed. It’s worth noting that the secular frequen-
cies of the first 20 points are used to calculate the optimization
target t2, and the last 11 points are included for validation pur-
poses. The general trend of the two curves is quite similar, but
the errors derived by the modified interpolation method ex-
hibit an offset of about 0.75%. It is reasonable to believe that
the contribution of the optimization target t2 helps mitigate
this offset error, which may be caused by the magnification
error in the imaging system.

The trap model derived by the optimization method demon-
strates high accuracy in predicting the secular motion fre-
quency, with errors consistently below 0.5%. Its robustness
is evident when the trapping conditions extend beyond the ex-
perimental region where we derived the trap model. For in-
stance, the secular frequencies used for optimization ranged
from 190 to 380 kHz, and when extended to 600 kHz, the er-
ror of the predicted frequency remains within 0.5%.

A Reexamination experiment
To validate the generalization ability of our calibrated po-

tential, we conducted a reexamination by collecting single-ion
and ion string images under certain voltages and compared
them with the values predicted by the calibrated model, 24
months after the initial calibration date. Over this sufficiently
long period, we believe that the stray field undergoes signifi-
cant variations. The potential is created using the 5th to 11th
pairs of electrodes, while the 4th and 12th electrodes are set to
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FIG. 8. Results of the reexamination. The uncertainties are at-
tributed to ion position resolution. (a) The difference calculated by
single trapped ion under different voltages. (b) The difference calcu-
lated by strings of trapped ions under different voltages.

0 V. Consequently, the voltage settings for the test are very dif-
ferent from those used for calibration and the trapping heights
are varied. To rule out the stray field variations, a compensa-
tion function is added to the model to minimize the ion string’s
position variation from observation. Indeed, this is not the
most accurate way and ignored the height variation, but it is
the more efficient way.

For a single trapped ion, the field strength difference can
be calculated using the position differences δx and the par-
tial derivative of the electric field, expressed as δEx =

∂Ex
∂x δx.

In the case of ion strings, the electric field is calculated sim-
ilarly to Eq. (3). The deviation from the predicted electric
field intensity is shown in Fig. 8. It reveals that the error
deviation of the electric field calculated by the ion string is
smaller than that by a single trapped ion, except for the mea-
surement noise at the ends, which can be understood since
the deviation is minimized to recalibrate the stray field. The
field deviation of the single-ion probe is relatively larger and
electrode-dependent, consistent with the evaluation in Fig. 7,
as a 1 V/m deviation leads to a 0.3 µm displacement in a 0.45
MHz harmonic trap. This deviation is related to systematic
errors in the model and errors in canceling drifted stray fields.
It’s important to note that the ion height variation in practi-
cal applications may differ from that in the calibration proce-
dure. Nevertheless, in general, the electric field predicted by
the derived model aligns well with the measured values, and
the model’s ability to generalize is acceptable.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

A multi-objective optimization method has been introduced
for characterizing the potential of a SET. This approach com-
bines the advantages of BEM simulation and experimental
measurement and lead to smooth and accurate result. It nat-
urally accommodates various types of data, such as positions
of ions in strings, secular frequencies and positions of single
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trapped ions under different trapping voltages. Consequently,
it mitigates systematic errors of different origins, ensuring
higher accuracy in predicting trap frequency and spatial field
compared to existing methods. This is verified by comparing
the errors of predicted equilibrium positions and the secular
frequencies with those derived by the modified interpolation
method. The accuracy of the calibrated model is reexamined
24 months later to ensure its precision. It can be further im-
proved, through the adoption of a proper voltage update strat-
egy to maintain the ion height constant during data collection.
This strategy, however, need to be studied further to achieve
best accuracy.

Our method relies on the parametric expression of electric
field intensity. The Lorentz function is found to be accurately
enough for rectangular electrode with a width less than 200
µm. While initially developed for the SET system, we believe
it can also be applied to segmented 3D traps, noting that the
empirical expression of electric potential needs be replaced.
Our method generally requires that the stray field keeps con-
stant during the data acquisition period, and then the 1d stray
electric field intensity can be determined. Fortunately, this
procedure can be automated to reduce the time taken for data
collection and processing, and the total procedure can be com-
pleted in an hour after optimization. This may provide a useful
tool for calibrating the stray field after the trap potential has
been calibrated. However, when dealing with a large number
of electrodes, the experimental period may be prolonged, and
the global optimization algorithm may become less efficient.
To address this, electrodes can be divided into several groups,
and each group can be characterized separately.

The capability to establish an accurate trap model provides
a practical tool for precise trapping potential control. This can
find applications in creating evenly spaced linear ion strings,
generating trapping wells of special shapes, and precisely con-
trolling the shuttling voltages. These are essential tools in the
field of trapped ion quantum simulation and computation.
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APPENDIX

The electric potential along the trap axis generated by a sin-
gle rectangular electrode can be fitted using an appropriate
single-peaked function. The quality of the fit depends on the
region of interest where the fitted data located. Taking the 8-
th pair of electrodes in our SET as an example, it consists of
a pair of rectangular electrodes with a separation of 514 µm,
each with a width of 147 µm and a length of 0.94 mm. The
potential along trap axis can be fitted using a Lorentzian func-
tion, within different region of interest.

To evaluate the fitting qualities, we calculate the difference
between the fitted function and the potential at intervals of 1

µm within the fitting range. The differences are presented in
two forms. One is called the normalized error, which is the
mean difference divided by the maximum potential according
to the fitting range between 400 and 2200 µm, as shown in
Fig. A1 (a), with its standard deviation depicted in the shaded
area. The other is the mean relative error of the fitted model,
as shown in Fig. A1 (b), with its standard deviation also dis-
played in the shaded area. It can be observed that the average
relative errors for fits within 1.4 mm are all within 0.5%, and
the normalized errors are less than 1.5 mV/V.
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FIG. A1. The fitting quality with respect to the region of interest
being fitted. (a) The normalized error and (b) the relative error.

We found the Lorentzian function is primarily suitable
for narrow electrodes. For wider ones, a combination of
Lorentzian and Gaussian functions will achieve higher fitting
precision, with the form:

φk(x) =
akγk

γ2
k + x2 +bk exp

(
− x2

ωk

)
. (A1)

To demonstrate this, we utilize the analytical method to cal-
culate the potential of the electrodes. The spatial distribution
of the potential calculated in this way is very close to the re-
sults of BEM simulations, with the main differences being
peak height and width. Using analytical expressions to assess
the fitting quality is considered reliable.
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vide more fitting degrees of freedom and achieve better results. (b)
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Considering an pair of electrode each with a length of 3
mm, a spacing of 200 micrometers, and an ion height of 150
micrometers. We gradually vary the electrode width from 10
µm to 500 µm and use the data in the middle 2000 µm for
fitting. We then calculate the normalized error for different fit-
ting model, as is shown in Fig. A2. It is observed that for the
electrodes with width less than 200 µm, the Lorentzian func-

tion already provides satisfactory results. As SETs are becom-
ing increasingly miniaturized, electrode widths are typically
less than 200 micrometers nowadays. In our trap, the elec-
trode width is 147 micrometers, which falls within the range
where Lorentzian function fitting errors are relatively small.
Nevertheless, for electrodes with width less than 500 µm our
method is still applicable with the addition of Gaussian func-
tions.
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