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The detection of individual charges plays a crucial role in fundamental material science and the advancement
of classical and quantum high-performance technologies that operate with low noise. However, resolving
charges at the lattice scale in a time-resolved manner has not been achieved so far. Here, we present the
development of an electrometer, leveraging on the spectroscopy of an optically-active spin defect embedded
in a solid-state material with a non-linear Stark response. By applying our approach to diamond, a widely
used platform for quantum technology applications, we successfully localize charge traps, quantify their impact
on transport dynamics and noise generation, analyze relevant material properties, and develop strategies for
material optimization.

Free charge carriers such as electrons are essential
components of our modern-day world. They facilitate
devices such as smartphones and computers. Uncontrolled
or undesired charges, on the other hand, can cause damage
and reduce the performance of such devices. Prominent
examples are gate-oxide breakdown in flash memory [3] and
charge-noise on the nanoscopic level [4, 5]. The detection
and quantification of desired and undesired charge carriers
with electrometers [6, 7] holds significant technological
importance on the nanoscale.

Despite significant progress [7–16], electrometers have
to date been unable to provide time-resolved access to
elementary charges with subnanometer resolution. The
precise localization and temporal analysis of charges at
atomic lattice scales, however, is becoming increasingly
important. For example, the investigation of 2D ferroelectric
systems would greatly benefit from the use of a highly
sensitive electrometer, which could provide critical insights
into the unresolved foundational aspects of their physical
characteristics [17]. Furthermore, as silicon transistors reduce
to sizes of a few nanometers they become more susceptible to
charge-induced noise [18, 19].

Particularly, quantum technology applications face
challenges: in ion based quantum computers localized
electronic states are suspected to cause decoherence due to
motional heating [20]; superconducting qubits suffer from
defect-induced charge-noise [21, 22]; in atom-like spin
qubits in wide-bandgap semiconductors, charge-noise leads
to optical and spin decoherence [7, 15, 23–25], significantly
limiting the development of quantum networking and sensing
[26, 27].

Understanding the underlying mechanisms of such
platform-specific detrimental processes is a necessity to
improve the performance and application range of nanoscale
electronic and photonic devices including open questions
around decoherence processes, electron dynamics, and
material questions of lattice defect formation.

Here, we introduce a quantum electrometer that enables the
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detection of electric fields produced by single and multiple
elementary charges with a relative sensitivity of 10−7 and the
localization of their relative position at the Ångström-scale
while providing time-resolved access to individual charge
dynamics, prospectively down to nanoseconds.

The electrometer consists of an electric field sensitive,
optically-active, local probe and a read-out unit (Fig. 1(a)).
In this demonstration, the local probe is a negatively-charged
tin-vacancy color center (SnV) in diamond [28], a solid-state
defect with fluorescent transitions and a non-linear electric
field response, which is typical for defects in the D3d point
group [28–33]. The optical transition energies directly depend
on the local electric field via the DC-Stark-effect ∆Stark =

−µind(Es)Es, where µind is the induced dipole moment of the
atomic defect and Es is the sum of all static electric fields
produced by surrounding charges, which shift the optical
energies [34] (Fig. 1(b)).

The read-out unit is a microscope which is used to
perform photoluminescence excitation spectroscopy on the
local atomic probe, and therefore does not require magnetic
resonance methods [7]. Measuring the energy shift reveals
the magnitude of the electric field at the sensor probe Es via
the DC-Stark-shift

∆Stark = −∆µEs − 1
2
∆αE2

s −
1
3!
∆βE3

s −
1
4!
∆γE4

s , (1)

with ∆µ the change in the dipole moment and ∆α, ∆β, and
∆γ the differences between the higher-order polarizabilities
[1]. Importantly, in contrast to non-inversion symmetric
configurations of color centers, such as the nitrogen-vacancy
center in diamond [35] and the silicon-vacancy center
in silicon carbide [36], the negligible linear- and strong
non-linear response due to inversion symmetry makes the
sensor applicable to typical semiconductor dopant and defect
densities. If ∆α dominates and the observed ∆Stark arises from
a localized elementary charge e at a distance r from the sensor,
then:

∆Stark(r) ∼ ∆α/r4 . (2)

Decreasing distances of charges to the sensor causes
increasingly higher spectral shifts. This characteristic makes
sensors that have an inversion center remarkably sensitive to
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FIG. 1. Working principle of the quantum electrometer. (a) The local probe is an optically-active atomic defect with non-linear Stark-sensitive
energy-levels. The read-out unit is a photoluminescence excitation spectroscopy microscope. (b) A nearby charge shifts the optical transition
from C0 to Cs by ∆s(r) depending on its distance r. Additionally, an ensemble of remote fluctuating charges broadens the signal from Cs to Cs,b

depending on the charge density ρtrap. (c) Relative electric field sensitivity |∆E|/E to electric field changes as function of electric field Es and
trap density ρtrap. Left of the white dashed line Stark-shifts are not large enough to be resolved by the Rayleigh-criterion. Larger field strengths
are correlated with larger inhomogeneous broadening. Eq. 1 assumes ∆µ = 6.1 × 10−4 GHz/(MV/m)2, ∆α = −5.1 × 10−5 GHz/(MV/m)2,
∆β = −5.5 × 10−8 GHz/(MV /m)3 and ∆γ = −2.2 × 10−10 GHz/(MV/m)4 [1]. (d) The sensor’s resolution in determining the distance of an
elementary charge based on differentiating two distinct charge traps as a function of the charge trap density and distances. The resolution was
determined for a trap with variable distance r and bias-field equivalent to a trap distance 0.8 nm. The dashed white lines indicate the inscribed
resolution thresholds.

charges in close proximity and insensitive to electric field
background noise.

The ∼ 10−7 relative electric field sensitivity (Fig. 1(c))
allows for a spectral sensor read-out that provides
exceptionally high spatial resolution, reaching down to
few Ångström, even for charge densities up to hundred ppm
(Fig. 1(d)).

In this work, the SnV local probe is stationarily located
inside a bulk crystal, however, it could also be integrated
into the tip of a scanning probe microscope [37] for position
dependent measurements well established in magnetometry
[38, 39] or into a nanodiamond for integration with other
materials [40] or even biological samples [41]. Alternatively
to the SnV, also other D3d symmetric defects such as the
silicon- [29] or germanium-vacancy [30] and other inversion
symmetric defects in other materials, for example, in silicon
[42] could be applied as local probe. To demonstrate the
non-linear sensor principle, we utilize a single SnV that was
created upon ion implantation and annealing.

DETERMINING CHARGE TRAP POSITIONS AT THE
ATOMIC LATTICE SCALE

The electrometer and its environment are depicted in
Fig. 2(a). To demonstrate its sensing capability, we analyze
the time-varying quasi-static electric field that is caused
by charging and neutralization of crystal defects in the

surrounding lattice under laser irradiation [43, 44]. Using
the recorded field magnitude at different configurations of
the charge distribution, we can extract the position of the
surrounding crystal defects with lattice scale resolution.

If all traps are neutral, the total field at the position of
the probe is zero and the optical transition of the SnV is
unperturbed. A charged trap will induce an electric field
Es, which Stark-shifts the optical transition energy according
to Eq. 1. If a single elementary charge is located in
proximity to the probe, the C transition is shifted more than
its own linewidth producing a spectral jump. (Fig. 1(b)).
The magnitude of the spectral shift can be determined by
comparing with the unperturbed case, adding both resonances
in one spectrum leads to a unique optical fingerprint with two
peaks.

To collect the spectra, we measure the sensor’s fluorescence
under photoluminescence excitation (PLE) with a narrowband
laser (Fig. 2(b)). From the spectral shift we extract the charge
induced electric field. Knowing the local field and using the
polarizability enables us to determine the trap-probe distance.

For N charged traps in the probe’s vicinity, the electric
fields add up to E

′
s and the individual charges cannot directly

be separated. To distinguish the 2N charge states, the Stark-
shifted PLE spectra are recorded repeatedly. Due to laser
irradiation, the traps will be ionized and neutralized randomly.
By sampling a large set of configurations complex trap
distributions can be analyzed.

In addition to nearby charges that cause significant
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FIG. 2. Lattice scale localization of charge traps. (a) Illustration of a diamond lattice including SnV and defects, identified as multi-
vacancy complexes (Vn). Charges localized in these traps induce a Stark-shift of the energy levels of the atomic sensor probe. From very
close to far, respectively, the spectral impact of an elementary charge can be categorized as follows: a >30 GHz spectral shift detectable by
photoluminescence spectroscopy, a ∼GHz shift detectable by photoluminescence excitation spectroscopy (PLE), inhomogeneous broadening
detectable by PLE. Charges in the very far region have negligible effects. (b) TOP: An integrated multimodal PLE spectrum recorded with the
SnV sensor (blue) and modeled with Monte-Carlo simulations (red, error bars represent statistical standard deviation) to identify a proximity
charge trap configuration (states labeled above the peaks, ⊙ and � represent ionized and neutral traps respectively) and the surrounding charge
density. BOTTOM: Time-resolved individual linescans. Inset: SnV level scheme. (c) LEFT: Identified charge trap configuration corresponding
to (B), their relative positions and their probability distribution with respect to the SnV probe. Distributions resemble a donut shape due to the
direction-independent calibration of the sensor. RIGHT: Table indicating the charge states and position of the identified traps.

spectral line shifts, the numerous randomly distributed traps
in the distant surrounding also contribute. These traps
exhibit fluctuating charge states, resulting in a fluctuating
electric field δEs that causes inhomogeneous broadening.
Consequently, the density of charge traps ρtrap within the
lattice can be determined using linewidth measurements. We
find that traps can be resolved with subnanometer resolution.
For trap densities ρtrap≈0.3 ppm detection volumes of 1503 Å3

are feasible. Fluctuating charge traps at larger distances
primarily contribute to inhomogeneous broadening.

Finally, to fully calibrate the electrometer, we consider
its non-linear response to external fields causing an
interdependence of the different external field components.
For example, the effective Stark-shift induced by two charges
does not equal their sum. This phenomenon enables high
resolution but makes the analysis of recorded fingerprints
highly complex. We therefore build a theoretical database
of simulated spectra for a large variety of discrete proximity
charge positions and remote trap densities using Eq. (1).

We now analyze the complex experimental four
peak fingerprint from Fig. 2(b) quantitatively. We
use experimentally determined polarizabilities [1]. By

comparing experimental and simulated fingerprints, we find
several possible trap configurations. From these possible
configurations we identify the most plausible by specific
physical considerations (Supplementary Fig. S3).

The most likely configuration of nearby traps consists of
a permanent Ebias, generated for example by a permanently
ionized trap, and two additional traps inducing spectral
jumps. We assign labels to the spectral peaks in Fig. 2(b)
based on the charge state of the two additional proximity
traps {��,�⊙,⊙�,⊙⊙}, where � signifies an uncharged trap,
and ⊙ a charged trap. Subsequently, we determine the
position of these charge traps up to an azimuthal angle using
Monte-Carlo simulations. We extract the relative Stark-shifts
corresponding to the proximity trap distances r1 = 8(1) Å,
r2 = 11(2) Å, r3 = 26(3) Å (Fig. 2(c)) and a remote trap
density of 74(22) ppm.

CHARGE DYNAMICS

For identifying the position of charge traps, we have used
accumulated spectral fingerprints that reflect the integrated
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FIG. 3. Charge dynamics in diamond. (a) Illustration of an SnV, ionized and neutral defects (Vx,y) in the diamond bandgap. Ionization occurs
when either an electron is promoted from the valence band to the charge trap, or an electron is promoted from the trap to the conduction band
by an illumination field. Neutralization occurs when the trap either catches a hole from the valence band or an electron from the conduction
band. (b) Example histograms showing the duration resonance remains in a charge state until it switches to another. The data are fit to a
Poisson distribution to estimate a mean time. (c) Extracted temporal values from the sensor data presented in Fig. 2(b). The experiment is
conducted under 0.5 nW 619 nm light where a 2 µW (CW power) 450 nm blue 4 ms pulse is applied between linescans. p(i→ j) and Γct(i→ j)
represent conditional spectral jump probabilities and rates respectively, where i, j are the initial and final charge state configurations. Missing
rates are due to insufficient data points. Γs is the scanning rate. The uncertainties are estimated from the overlap of individual peaks for p(i→ j)
and 95% confidence intervals extracted from the fits for Γct(i→ j).

spectrum for the entire set of charge states UC =

{��,�⊙,⊙�,⊙⊙,SnV−2}, including the dark state SnV−2.
Comparing individual read-out events of our electrometer, i.e.,
single PLE linescans between different charge configurations
within UC , gives access to time-resolved charge transfer
dynamics.

We interpret the charge state changes with a simplified
charge transfer picture (Fig. 3(a)): Charge traps, later
identified as multi-vacancy complexes Vn, can be ionized
under laser illumination through two distinct processes:
negative charging which occurs when the trap captures an
electron promoted from the valence band leaving a positively-
charged hole in the band; and positive charging when an
electron is promoted to the conduction band from the trap.
Generated holes and promoted electrons then diffuse and
recombine with other charge traps leading to an overall
charge-neutral environment. We denote the event ��→ �⊙
as ionization and the inverse �⊙ → �� as neutralization
event. The charge transfer picture [6, 45] is consistent with
the time-resolved correlation measurements we performed
(Supplementary Fig. S5), assuming that charging events are
induced by single-photon processes.

To characterize the local charge environment and dynamics,
we introduce the charge state transition probabilities p(i→ j)
and the conditional transfer rates Γct(i→ j) between charge
states i and j of the proximity traps, where i, j ∈ UC . We

extract p(i→ j) and Γct(i→ j) by histogramming the charge
transfer events and intervals between them (Fig. 3(b),(c)). In
addition, we define the lifetimes of each configuration as τ(i).

We begin the analysis by quantifying the smallest
p(i→ j). The occurrence of a charge exchange event,
considering our present linescan time of 5 seconds, given by
p(�⊙ → ⊙�)=0.03(1) indicates an improbable direct transfer
between the two proximity traps. Moreover, the occurrence of
a two-trap charging processes p(��→ ⊙⊙)=0.03(1) is also
unlikely, demonstrating that these events are not correlated.

We further explore the relationship between the
reinitialization of the bright SnV charge state SnV−2→SnV−1

[45, 46] and the trap’s charge states. The probabilities
p(SnV−2 → �⊙)=0.61(12) and p(SnV−2 → ��)=0.38(9) are
close to the corresponding peak intensities observed in the
spectrum (0.63(5) and 0.31(3), respectively), indicating that
the trap states are not correlated with the SnV’s charge state.

Next, we compare the ionization and neutralization rates
for a single trap,∑

X=�,⊙ Γct(�X → ⊙X)/2=0.075(1) Hz and∑
X=�,⊙ Γct(⊙X → �X)/2≫Γs=0.2 Hz, respectively, with
Γs the scanning rate. The more than 3-fold higher ionization
rate possibly reflects the distinct underlying physical
mechanism compared to neutralization. It is notable that
the ionization rates of the other trap abruptly change in
time: for linescans 0-250 Γct(��→ �⊙)=0.07(2) Hz and
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FIG. 4. Inhomogeneous broadening of the SnV zero phonon line
due to bulk and surface charges. (a) Inhomogeneous broadening of
an SnV with a lifetime-limited linewidth of 35 MHz as a function
of ρtrap in units of ppm in bulk diamond. The colors indicate the
linewidth distribution. The mean and variance of the distribution
are shown by the white dots and error bars. (b) Inhomogeneous
broadening as a function of the distance of an SnV to a planar
surface and the surface trap density ρs

trap defined as fraction of surface
lattice sites. The dashed lines show the threshold of 1% and 10% of
broadening compared to the lifetime limited linewidth of 35 MHz (c
Inhomogeneous broadening of an SnV centrally located in a cylinder
with radius r as a function of ρs

trap. The dashed lines signify 1% and
10% broadening.

250 - 500 Γct(��→ �⊙)≫Γs=0.2 Hz. For the neutralization
rate, the trend is inverted. We attribute this intriguing
change of rates to discrete changes in the trap environment,
however, a more detailed analysis is beyond the scope of
this work [47]. Furthermore, the distinct ionization rates,
Γct(��→ �⊙)=0.09(1) Hz and Γct(��→ ⊙�)=0.19(4) Hz,
observed under the same illumination laser field, indicate
either large variations of the local electrostatic potentials in a
∼1 nm range modifying charge dynamics or the presence of
multiple charge trap species. A future study could therefore
help to differentiate among the various Vn.

Lastly, we determine and interpret overall charge state
lifetimes τ(i) which provide a figure of merit for experiments
that require spectral stability. We find τ(�⊙) = 2.3(1) s and
τ(��) = 4(1) s, approximately corresponding to the duration
of a linescan. Our measurement procedure involves a blue

445 nm charge initialization pulse between each linescan,
accompanied by continuous orange 619 nm laser illumination.
These timescales imply that the primary driver for changes in
charge trap states is the blue laser (Supplementary Fig. S7),
suggesting the potential for maintaining trap state stability
during optical operations resonant with SnV transitions. Since
the trap states are stable much longer than the measured SnV
ionization time of 50 ms [45] and spin coherence time of about
1 ms [48], although not deterministically, the emitter may still
act as an optically coherent spin-photon interface.

EVALUATING SPECTRAL DIFFUSION

The charge transfer induced spectral dynamics are highly
detrimental for quantum technological applications. Spectral
diffusion, a term indicating the probabilistic nature of the
observed spectral dynamics, leads to optical decoherence
[23–26], which results in reduced entanglement fidelity in
quantum network nodes [27, 49].

Knowing the non-linear receptiveness of our quantum
electrometer to charge-noise, we now make predictions of
how a specific charge distribution influences the spectral
properties of a color center. Based on our model, we provide
an overview of the inhomogeneous broadening caused by a
certain charge trap density ρtrap. The details of the calculation
are provided in supplementary materials.

We first focus on the bulk case (Fig. 4(a)) and then
analyze surface charge traps (ρs

trap) for two different surface
geometries, planar (Fig. 4(b)) and cylindrical (Fig. 4(c)).
We find that an implantation depth of d>21 nm and a
cylinder with a radius of r>45 nm will warrant that surface
charges do not deteriorate the spectral properties of an
SnV color center with linewidth broadening of less than
1%. Such broadening leads to 90% interference visibility
and more than 87% entanglement fidelity [49]. Similar
estimations can be performed for any defect given a known
polarizability. Control measurements concerning spectral
diffusion with respect to the illumination field are provided
in the supplementary materials.

The estimated minimum detrimental distances make SnVs
and similar color centers well suited for the integration into
nanostructures that enhance photon collection efficiencies
[50] and provide tailoring emission properties via the Purcell-
effect [51, 52] for quantum information applications.

IDENTIFYING MATERIAL PROPERTIES: DIVACANCY
FORMATION

Based on the electrometers ability to quantify charge trap
densities, we extend our investigation of material properties
and combine our sensor data with additional simulations to
answer further open research questions. Specifically, we
determine the physical origin of charge traps in implanted
diamond. Considering a sample with less than 1 ppb
of nitrogen and boron, and even lower lattice defect
concentrations [53], the estimated charge trap density of
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FIG. 5. Divacancy (V2) creation during annealing. (a) Implantation panel: Spatial distribution of created monovacancies (V1) by 400 keV
Sn implantation predicted by SRIM [2] simulations. Annealing panel: V2 formation during annealing at 800 ◦C. At elevated temperatures, V1

start diffusing. Then, V1 immobilize either by moving to the boundaries, recombining with interstitial carbons, or forming V2. Post annealing
panel: Distribution of V1 and V2 which are distributed in the vicinity of the damage channel caused by the Sn implantation. Zoom in: V2 in
the vicinity of the SnV. (b) Simulated densities of V2 as a function of the V1 implantation yield (% of participating V1 estimated by SRIM
simulations) for the three different species Sn, Ge, and Si. A reduced V1 yield is attributed to recombination with interstitial carbons. The
implantation energies are selected so that an average implantation depth of 100 nm is reached. (c) Densities of V2 for 100 keV implantation
energy. The error bands represent the statistical standard deviation.

74(22) ppm must originate from the Sn-ion implantation
damage and the subsequent annealing process. Implantation
of ions produces Frenkel pairs: a pair of one monovacancy V1
and one dislocated interstitial carbon atom. During annealing
V1 becomes mobile and can form vacancy complexes, a
process not well understood and an active area of research
[54–56] (Fig. 5(a)).

Here, we estimate the V1 to divacancy V2 conversion yield
using a kinetic Monte-Carlo simulation [57] in combination
with a simple stochastic diffusion model described in the
supplementary materials.

We consider the V2 density as a proxy for higher-
order vacancy complexes Vn. Annealing up to 1100 ◦C
primarily converts V2 into V3 and V4 [54, 58]. We
indeed observe wavelength-dependent spectral diffusion and
jumps (Supplementary Fig. S8) indicating different ionization
energies of the multiple trap species. We interpret the
estimated density of V2 as both an order-of-magnitude-
approximation and an upper limit for the overall charge trap
density. We estimate and compare ρV2 = 40.0(2.1) ppm

to the experimentally estimated trap density of ρExp =

74.1(22.5) ppm. Due to charge neutrality, the overall charge
density ρSim would correspond to twice the density of V2
with ρSim = ρV2 × 2=80.0(4.2) ppm. We attribute the small
mismatch to a reduction in the density of the Vn compared to
the V2 estimation.

Understanding the origin of the charge traps also provides
a clear path on how to create optically noise free group-
4 vacancy defects in diamond. Single-peak fingerprints,
indicating a low Vn density, are more frequently observed
in high pressure high temperature (HPHT) annealed samples
at 2000 ◦C [45], which is in agreement with electron spin
resonance measurements [58].

Spectral jumps have been reported before for group-4
vacancy defects [59–61]. Comparing the Vn density for
the atomic species Si, Ge, and Sn and varying implantation
energies (Fig. 5(b),(c)) indicates that Si implantation leads
to the lowest V2 density. This observation is in accordance
with the more frequent reports of spectrally stable SiV [62]
compared to SnV, now explained with our analysis that
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heavier ions cause increasing Vn densities.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we use the SnV in diamond, a representative
of an inversion symmetric point defect in wide-bandgap
materials, as local probe to detect localized charges at
the lattice scale. We use the electrometer to monitor
charge dynamics through temporally resolved spectroscopy
for the investigation of ionization dynamics under laser
irradiation. Such observations on the single-charge scale have
not been achieved before and open the possibility to further
understand the origin and type of charge defects and charge
transport phenomena, in particular, when further increasing
the time resolution of the sensor and performing more
careful spectrally resolved trap initialization measurements.
Intriguingly, a sensor such as the one proposed in this
study can be used to study topological quantum phenomena
of ferroelectrics, for example the detection of ferroelectric
vortices or polar skyrmions [63].

The time resolution can be improved by several orders-
of-magnitude using a multi-spectral read-out scheme. Using
fast electro-optical modulators, this approach would allow
for GHz probing rates. Furthermore, a probe-specific
multi-directional calibration process would also enhance
azimuthal localization for full positioning (see supplementary
materials).

Interestingly, our electrometer’s sensitivity to background
charge-noise can be used to sense the position of an
illumination laser with sub-diffraction precision. We estimate
that a resolution below 1 nm can be achieved (Supplementary
Fig. S6).

From the analysis of the local charge environment, we are
able to understand the nanoscopic origin of spectral diffusion
of SnVs and formulate mitigation strategies. We identify
that the local defect density of Vn should be reduced, and
quantify precisely the maximally allowed charge trap density
for reaching optical coherence.

Building on the insights of our work we believe that
our electrometer opens up an exciting direction in material
science, finally enabling the time-resolved study of single
elementary charges with Ångström resolution.

The integration of the sensor into a scanning-probe tip or a
nanodiamond will allow for the study of single and multiple

lattice defects in silicon transistors, optically active quantum
memories, and defect-induced charge-noise in on-chip ion and
superconducting computers — potentially mitigating these
detrimental effects and contributing to the further optimization
of materials for the application in quantum technology.
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SIMULATION DETAILS

Monte Carlo simulation overview

Here we provide an overview of the general methodology
of simulating single and multimodal spectra (Fig. 2(b)). The
simulations begin with distributing charge traps uniformly
within a specified volume or surface. For multimodal spectra,
such as the one depicted in Fig. 2(b), the distribution of charge
traps is divided into two categories: proximity traps and
remote traps. Proximity traps are positioned at fixed locations,
while remote traps are distributed with a fixed density within a
prescribed volume. The SnV−1 is always located in the origin
of the coordinate space.

Once a spatial trap configuration is created, a single
iteration of the Monte Carlo simulation can be performed. It
consists of assigning charges to the trap locations (charging
of traps). A fixed number of charges are distributed assuming
charge neutrality −e + e

∑
i qi = 0, where e is the elementary

charge and qi a charge state qi ∈ {−1, 0,+1}. The field strength
at the location of the SnV−1 then becomes:

E =
∑

i

E(qi, ri) , (1)

where ri is the position of a trap and E(qi, ri) is the electric
field of a point charge in the medium, chosen such that
it adequately reflects boundary conditions for the solution
of Maxwell’s equations. The non-linear Stark shift ∆Stark
corresponding to the magnitude of the field E(q, ri) is
calculated using (1), where Es = |Es| and the parameters
∆µ = 6.1 × 10−4 GHz/( MV/m)2, ∆α = −5.1 × 10−5 GHz/(
MV/m)2, ∆β = −5.5 × 10−8 GHz/(MV /m)3 and ∆γ =
−2.2 × 10−10 GHz/(MV/m)4 [1]. Unless explicitly stated
otherwise, the procedure is repeated 1000 times and the
spectrum corresponding to the distribution of Stark shifts is
generated using

S (ω) =
1
N

∑

n

Lγ
(
ω − ∆Stark,n

)
, (2)

where N is a normalization constant (maxS (ω) = 1), n is the
simulation step index and Lγ(ω) is a Lorentzian line profile
with full width half maximum γ = 35 MHz corresponding to

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work
† Corresponding author: tim.schroeder@physik.hu-berlin.de

the lifetime limited linewidth of the SnV−1 [2]. We assume
that there is no additional power-broadening, nor a lifetime
reduction due to Purcell enhancement.

Multimodal spectra

Here we detail the simulation of the multimodal spectrum
shown in Fig. 2(b) from the main text. The main goal is
to show that there exist a spatial trap configuration that can
reproduce the experimental data shown in Fig. 2(b) (main
text).

The process of determining the most probable trap
configuration is divided into three main steps. First, we utilize
the four peaks observed in the measured multimodal spectrum
to identify the positions of proximity traps that generate Stark
shifts consistent with the experimental observations. This
initial step provides a rough estimation of the proximity
trap positions. Next, we employ an optimization procedure
to fine-tune the predetermined positions of the proximity
traps. By optimizing the relevant parameters, we generate
a comprehensive database of simulated spectra. Finally,
utilizing the objective function (χ2 test) employed during
the optimization procedure, we analyze the large dataset
of simulated spectra to identify the most likely proximity
trap configuration. This objective function serves as a
measure of the agreement between the simulated spectra
and the experimental observations. By comparing the
calculated spectra with the measured data, we can identify
the configuration that best matches the experimental results.
In the following we provide a detailed description of each
individual step.

The four peaks in the measured spectrum shown in Fig. 2(b)
from the main text are used as a reference to estimate the
location of a charged proximity trap relative to the SnV using

∆Stark = −∆µEs − 1
2
∆αE2

s −
1
3!
∆βE3

s −
1
4!
∆γE4

s . (3)

The values of the polarizabilities µ, α, β and γ are provided
in the main text. We deem the scenario of three traps
contributing to the multimodal spectrum the most likely,
which we discuss in greater detail in a later section. The
trap situated at r2 = (0, 0, r2) is assumed to be permanently
charged. The charge state of the other two traps are then given
by {��,�⊙,⊙�,⊙⊙}, where the left circle represents a trap at
position r1 and the right circle a trap at position r3. An empty
circle represents a neutral trap, whereas a filled circle marks a
trap with a negative charge. The peaks corresponding to each
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charge state are shown in Fig. 2(b) from the main text. The
negative charge located at a distance r2 magnifies the response
of the SnV to remote charges and produces the observed
inhomogeneous broadening. The choice r2 = (0, 0, r2) is of
course not the most general, but we think it is reasonable due
to the anisotropy expected from the implantation procedure.
Furthermore, including the position r2 with two more degrees
of freedom would have made the free parameter space too
large.

We limit the placement of the three proximity traps to
a plane, therefore further reducing the complexity of the
problem. We approximate the initial positions r1, r2, r3 by
solving the simultaneous set of equations:

∆�� = −α
2

2
E(−1, r2)2 (4)

∆�⊙ = −α
2

2
[E(−1, r2) + E(−1, r1)]2 (5)

∆⊙� = −α
2

2
[E(−1, r2) + E(−1, r3)]2 (6)

∆⊙⊙ = −α
2

2
E(−1, r2) + E(−1, r1) + E(−1, r3)]2 (7)

The positions are parameterized according to:

r1 = r1[cos(θ1), 0, sin(θ1)] (8)
r3 = r3[cos(θ3), 0, sin(θ3)] (9)

The above equations can be solved such that r1(θ1), r3(θ1) and
θ3(θ1). The relative shifts ∆�⊙,∆⊙�,∆⊙⊙ are estimated from
the central peak positions using a fitting procedure, where the
integrated spectrum in Fig. 2(b) from the main text is fitted
simultaneously with four Voigt profiles.

The fine tuning of the proximity trap positions in the
second step is again done using a Monte Carlo simulation
in combination with an optimization procedure. For the
optimization procedure, remote traps are distributed randomly
in a conical volume z > 0 nm with an opening angle of 45◦
at a fixed density ρtrap, to mimic the non-isotropic distribution
of traps, that is expected to result from implantation damage.
The volume is capped at 30 nm. We exclude a volume rq < 2.5
nm, for placing the proximity charges. A charged trap is
assumed to contribute to the total field

E =
∑

i

E(qi, ri) , (10)

with

E(qi, r) =
qi

4πϵ0ϵr

r

r3 , (11)

where e is the elementary charge and qi a charge state qi ∈
{−1, 0,+1}, ϵ0 is the vacuum permittivity and ϵr = 5.5 is the
relative permittivity of diamond.

For each choice of ρtrap, r2 and θ1 we perform a Monte
Carlo simulation of the spectral fingerprint as described in the
overview of the methods section of the main text.

To adequately account for the charge state of the proximity
traps, they are charged with a probability pi according to the

relative peak heights in each individual step of the simulation.
We use p⊙⊙ = 0.31, p⊙� = 0.63, p�⊙ = 0.041 and p�� =
0.017.

The optimization of the trap positions for a given ρtrap, r2
and θ1 is done by minimizing χ2

∑

i

χ(θ, i) =
N∑

n=0,i

[On(θ, i) − En, i]2

En
, (12)

with the simplicial homology global optimization (shgo)
algorithm. We use an implementation of the shgo algorithm
provided by the python library SciPy [3]. In Eq. (12) θ =
[a, b, p], where a, b fine tune r′1 = ar1 and r′3 = br3.

We split the spectrum into three parts associated to i ∈
{��,�⊙,⊙� + ⊙⊙}. For each part we use the respective
single and double Voigt profile fits for comparison with the
simulated spectra by using Eq. (12). In Eq. (12) En,i are the
expected counts in the n’th bin, which is found by binning
the (normalized) single and double Voigt profiles fitted to
the measured spectrum into 170 equally sized bins over an
interval containing the profile with a width of 4 GHz. On(θ, i)
is number of expected counts of the respective i for the
simulated spectrum in the n’th bin.

Finally, the values χ2, r′1, r′3 are then tabulated for ρtrap ∈
[35, 100] ppm, ∆⊙⊙ ∈ [0.5, 1.7] GHz and θ1 ∈ [0, 0.6] rad. We
perform 500 iterations of the optimization over distinct spatial
configurations of the remote traps for each value of ρtrap, r2
and θ1. We only use the 50 lowest values of χ2 (the others
are considered outliers), and perform a weighted average for
determining ⟨χ2⟩.

We find the 68% confidence intervals for ρtrap, ∆⊙⊙ and θ1
by min{⟨χ2⟩} + 3.5 [4]. The results are shown in Fig. 2(b),(c)
from the main text. The statistical error shown in Fig. 2 (main
text) is produced by all the simulated spectra within the 68%
confidence interval.

Relative electric field sensitivity

The relative electric field sensitivity δϵ = ∆E/Es at a given
ρtrap can be calculated by identifying ∆E corresponding to the
smallest spectral shift ∆Stark that can be resolved according to
a modified Rayleigh criterion [5] as described below.

We calculate ∆E in a two step procedure: First we simulate
the expected inhomogeneously broadened linewidth in the
presence of an electric field Es (see Fig. S1), which is
generated by either a charged proximity trap or by a non-
neutral charge state of the entire spatial trap configuration.
The total field at the sensor position can be separated into two
components E = Es+δEs, where δEs is a fluctuating electric
field produced by the varying charge states of the remote trap
configuration. Similar modeling has been performed in [6].

The average value of the non-linear Stark shift is given by
⟨∆Stark⟩ = −∆α(E2

s +σ
2). Its variance is σ∆Stark = ∆α

2(4E2
sσ

2+

2σ4) (assuming δEs is normally distributed with variance
σ). The expressions demonstrate that a field induces both a
discrete spectral shift and a quasi-permanent dipole moment,



3

100 150 200 250 300
Es (MV/m)

10 1

100

101

102
tr

ap
 (p

pm
)

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Linew
idth (G

H
z)

FIG. S1. Inhomogeneous broadening as a function of the local bias
field Es. The linewidth increases due to an increasing Es or ρtrap.

resulting in inhomogeneous broadening of lines dependent on
the magnitudes of Es and σ.

In the second step we calculate ∆E at a given ρtrap by using
a modified Rayleigh criterion: Two spectral peaks originating
from distinct fields Es and E′s are considered separable if the
sum of the two individually normalized lineshapes resulting
from E = Es + δEs and E = E′s + δEs exhibit a contrast of
at least 26.3% between their local maxima.

For Fig. 2(c) we choose Es = (0, 0, Es). To determine
the ⟨∆Stark⟩ and the inhomogeneously broadened linewidth we
employ a Monte Carlo simulation as outlined in the simulation
overview. The traps generating δEs were placed at a fixed
density ρtrap in a conical volume z > 0 with an opening
angle of 45◦, mimicking the anisotropic distribution of traps
produced by implantation and annealing (e.g. Fig. 5). The
conical volume was capped at z = 30 nm. A spherical volume
of 2.5 nm, was left empty of traps to reduce the occurrence of
exaggerated multimodal spectral features.

The averaged linewidths required for Fig. 1(c) are
calculated using γFWHM = aσhom + (bσ2

hom +σ
2
inhom)1/2, where

σhom and σinhom are the full width half maximum of the
Lorentzian and Gaussian Contribution to the Voigt profile
and a = 0.5346, b = 0.2166 [7]. In total we average the
Gaussian and Lorentzian components of 100 different spatial
trap configurations at a given ρtrap. For each ρtrap we sample
2500 randomly generated charge states to simulate a single
spectrum. The averaged spectral profiles corresponding to
E = Es + δEs and E′ = E′s + δEs are then used to determine
∆Es = |Es − E′s| using the Rayleigh criterion.

Finally we calculate the relative sensitivity shown in
Fig. 2(c) by dividing δϵ = ∆E/Es at a given ρtrap.

Impact of noise

The relative electric field sensitivity shown in Fig. 1(c) from
the main text depends on how well the center frequency of a
spectral peak can be determined. The determination of the

(a)

(b)

FIG. S2. Normalized uncertainty. (a) The uncertainty normalized to
the homogeneous linewidth for three different values of the relative
electric field sensitivity δϵ = 1, 4, 7 · 10−7. (b) The uncertainty
extracted from a fit as a function of the SNR and the Gaussian
component of the Voigt profile, both normalized to the homogeneous
linewidth.

peak position is affected by uncertainties induced by noise
other than the stochastic shifts of the C-transition. Sources
for such noise can be dark counts of the detector or undesired
background fluorescence. In this section we estimate signal
to noise ratios (SNR) that are required to enable the relative
sensitivities shown in Fig. 1(c) (main text). We first assume
that the α dominates the response of the sensor’s interaction
with an electric field, so that the relative Stark shift Eq. (3)
produced by two distinct resolvable electric fields E1 and E2
becomes

|δω| = α
2
|E2

1 − E2
2 | (13)

= αδϵE2
1 , (14)

where we used the definition of the relative electric field
sensitivity δϵ = |E1−E2|/E1 and assumed that E1+E2 ≈ 2E1.
We define the normalized uncertainty as Λ = |δω|/γhom,
where we chose the homogeneous linewidth of the SnV
γhom = 35 MHz as a reference. Λ is the smallest Stark shift
difference that has to be resolved, so that a relative electric
field sensitivity of δϵ can be reached. In Fig. S2(a) we show
the normalized uncertainty for three values of δϵ, which are
representative values picked from Fig. 1(c) from the main
text. For the range of relevant field strengths, we find that
2.5 · 10−5 < Λ ≤ 10−4. To make sense of the normalized
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uncertainty we simulate the normalized uncertainty of the
central peak position δω0/γhom of a spectral fit with a centered
Voigt profile V(ω − ω0, γhom, σ) with ω0 = 0, a Lorentzian
component γhom and Gaussian component σ in the presence
of noise. If δω0/γhom produced by the fit does not exceed
the threshold demanded by Λ we assume the corresponding
relative electric field sensitivity to be achievable. In Fig. S2(b)
we show the result of the simulations. We normalize the
Gaussian component of the Voigt profile according to σnorm =

σ/γhom. We calculate SNR = 10 log10(A2/δ2noise), where
the amplitude of the Voigt profile A = 1 and δ2noise is
the amplitude of the white noise: S (ω) = V(ω, γhom, σ) +
δnoise. Fig. S2(b) shows the required SNR as a function of
σnorm. Even though the requirements are challenging, they
are not a fundamental limitation of our proposed sensor. For
the multimodal spectrum in Fig. 2 from the main text, the
normalized uncertainties are between 10−2 ≤ Λ < 7 · 10−1.
The poor Λ in our experiment is mostly due to experimental
imperfections, and not a fundamental constraint of the sensor
principle.

Even though the Λ in our implementation does not reach
the simulated requirement to produce the simulated limit of
the relative sensitivity of our proposed electrometer, they
are sufficient for the claimed Angstrom resolution of the
sensor. We can perform a similar estimation of the normalized
sensitivity as a function of the relative resolution δϵr = (r1 −
r2)/r1 where we find making similar assumptions (r1 + r2 ≈
2r1) as in the paragraph above so that

Λ = 2δϵra2α

γ


1

r2
biasr

2
1

+
1
r4

1

 , (15)

where a = 1/4πϵ0ϵr. We find that 18 < Λ < 166, for δϵr = 1,
rbias = 10 Å and r1 ∈ (10, 30) Å, which far exceeds the relative
fit uncertainties provided in the paragraph above.

Resolution

For determining the spatial resolution ∆r = |r − r′|, where
r and r′ are two distinct positions of point-like charges, we
perform the same calculation as for the relative electric field
sensitivity but additionally assume that the charges generate
electric fields

E(q, r) =
qi

4πϵ0ϵr

r

r3 , (16)

where ϵ0 is the vacuum permittivity and ϵr = 5.5 is the
relative permittivity of diamond. Using the bulk expression
and neglecting surface contributions is justified because of
the pillar dimensions r > 40 nm (Fig. 4(b),(c)), if the SnV
is located on the pillar’s symmetry axis.

In Fig. 1(d), we present the sensor’s resolution in the
presence of a constant static field Er0 produced by a
negatively charged trap situated at the fixed location r0 =

(0, 0, 0.8) nm.
As described in the previous section, Fig. 1(d) was

generated in a two step procedure: First the expected spectral

FIG. S3. Experimental estimation of the bias field on our sensor.
Background subtracted integrated spectrum of the linescans between
(0-200) from the Fig. 2(b) from the main text. The fit centered at 1.24
GHz indicates the existence of an extra charge trap which is ionized
most of the time.

profiles were computed for a given ρtrap and E = E(−1, r0) +
E(−1.r1) + δEs. Then the resolution was calculated by
employing the Rayleigh criterion.

We place r1 = (0, 0, d) in line with r0. The averaged
profiles are then used to determine the smallest resolvable
distance ∆r = |r − r′| from the spectral profiles corresponding
to the fields Ebias = E(−1, r0) +E(−1, r1) + δEs and Ebias =

E(−1, r0) +E(−1, r′1) + δEs.

Most likely spatial trap configuration

The integrated multimodal spectrum in Fig. 2(b) from the
main text can arise from distinct spatial charge configurations,
leading to identical results. Nonetheless, it is possible to
narrow down potential proximity charge configurations.

The integrated spectrum of Fig. 2(b) (main text) shows
four peaks. The two simplest configurations producing
such a spectrum are: A) three traps, where one trap is
permanently charged and the other two can be in the states
[��,�⊙,⊙�,⊙⊙] or B) four proximity traps with one trap
being permanently charged and the other three in the charge
states [� � �,� � ⊙,� ⊙ �,⊙ � �]. In both cases, a bias
field / permanently charged trap is required to explain the
inhomogeneous broadening of the rightmost peak. Many
more trap configurations could in principle produce the same
features, but we deem them less likely, given that they require
more and more traps, where only a subset of all possible
charge state combinations then contributes to the observed
spectrum. Of the two scenarios, scenario A) requires the
fewest additional assumptions.

The strongest argument in favor of A) is based on
the rate p(��→ ⊙⊙) = 3(1)%. If one assumes that
traps independently ionize with a probability P, then the
corresponding rates for B) p(� � �→⊙ � �) ≈ P. However,
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it is one of the least likely processes. Scenario A) would
require two ionization events which would be of order P2,
which is much closer to the observation. The same argument
can be constructed for p(�⊙ → ⊙⊙) = 33(6)%. For B)
the corresponding event would be p(� ⊙ �→ ⊙ � �) ≈ P2,
which should be unlikely. However, the single ionization
event p(�⊙ → ⊙⊙) is more likely and therefore more
consistent with the two trap scenario.

We estimate the bias field experienced by the sensor by
positioning a constantly ionized charge trap such that the
inhomogeneous broadening of the simulations matches the
observed linewidths. From the simulations, we find a bias
field inducing a spectral shift of 1.27(0.4) GHz. We compare
this result with the integrated spectrum for lines between 0
and 200 from the spectrum from Fig. 2(b) (main text) and
find evidence of a small blue shifted peak with a spectral
shift of 1.24(2) GHz (Fig. S3) compared to the �� peak.
This experimentally substantiates that there is indeed a third
charge trap which is ionized most of the time. Analyzing
the inhomogenous linewidth with Monte Carlo simulations
and experimental data independently affirm each other on the
estimated magnitude of the bias field. This consistency further
demonstrates that our simulations can replicate the charge
environment and is able to detect traps that do not dynamically
change their charge on the time scales of the remote traps.

Annealing

The creation of V2 is understood to be a consequence
of implantation damage [8, 9] and the annealing procedure:
Implantation damage occurs during the collision cascade
in the diamond lattice that decelerates the implanted ion.
Collisions with an energy above the displacement-threshold
(≈ 37.5−47.6 eV [10] much smaller than typical implantation
energies) dislodge carbon atoms and produce Frenkel pairs:
a pair of V1 and a dislocated carbon atom located at an
interstitial lattice site. After the implantation, an annealing
procedure is performed to create the color center through
vacancy diffusion and to heal the lattice damage. At
temperatures above 600 K interstitial carbon becomes mobile
[11] and at 800 K the V1 [8] have a high degree of mobility.
Consequently, during annealing, interstitial carbon can either
recombine with the V1 [12, 13] or diffuse away from the
damage site and eventually leave the sample through the
boundaries. The V1 that have not recombined with an
interstitial carbon can form immobile V2 [8], vacancy clusters,
or create a color center together with the implanted ion.

Our model assumes one mobile species (V1) and considers
the formation of V2 without multi-vacancy complexes. Since
we do not consider multiple species, we forego assigning
different hopping frequencies as in [14]. The initial number
N and the 3D distribution of the V1 after implantation
is estimated using a SRIM simulation [15]. Assuming a
percentage of V1 not being consumed by interstitial carbon,
which we call yield quantified in % of Frenkel pairs that have
not recombined (V1 yield in Fig. 5 from the main text) we
find a range of concentrations of V2 shown in Fig. 5 (main

text) for the three atomic G4V species Si, Ge and Sn and
varying implantation energies. We estimate the distribution of
V2 in the sample by using a kinetic Monte Carlo simulation.
In each time step of the kinetic simulation, the V1 can take
a random step along any of the neighboring lattice sites. If
two V1 are adjacent to each other, they form a static V2
which no longer diffuses. The initial distribution of V1 is
estimated using SRIM [15]. For each implantation energy
we use 50000 implantation events for a given atomic species
and implantation energy to find the probability distribution
p(z) of V1 as a function of the depth z measured relative to
the diamond surface (001). We then use the p(z) to generate
a realization of a spatial distribution of V1 after a single
implantation event. The V1 are distributed on the diamond
lattice according to the p(z) along a narrow damage channel
with a rectangular cross section of 2a × 2a as described in
the main text. The loss of V1, that do not contribute to the
formation of V2 due to recombination with interstitial carbon
atoms is by reducing the initial amount of V1 as determined
by the SRIM simulation by a fixed percentage.

Bulk charges

Based on our model, we provide an overview of the charge
trap densities and the resulting inhomogeneous broadening
with certain thresholds enabling 90% interference visibility
and > 87% entanglement fidelity according to [16]. First, we
use our Monte Carlo simulation to determine the distributions
of linewidths for a given trap density ρ. We assume a carbon
density of ρC = 8/a3 in bulk and an isotropic distribution
of traps in the environment of the SnV at a given density ρ.
For each ρ we consider 500 spatial trap configurations that
produce single peaked spectra for ρ ∈ (1, 100) ppm. We use
(16) in the sum (10) to calculate the spectra according to the
overview of the methods section of the main text.

Surface charges

The surface density for both the semi infinite half space
and the cylindrical geometry given in ppm is calculated with
respect to a carbon density of ρc = 2/a2 [(001) plane]. For the
semi infinite half space the traps are randomly positioned on a
square with a 100 nm edge length. The cylindrical surface has
a height of 100 nm. The simulation of the inhomogeneous
linewidth was performed in both cases with the previously
explained Monte Carlo method using 5000 different charge
configurations for a single spatial configuration of traps. We
also use the electrostatic fields of a point charge on a surface
taking the respective boundary conditions into account. The
electric field of a charge located on the surface of the semi
infinite half space is

E(q, rq) =
q

2πϵ0(ϵr + 1)
rq

r3
q

(17)

For the cylindrical surface, we assume a diamond cylinder
with radius R extending to z = ±∞. We used the expression
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in [17] [suppl. in [18]] for the electric field of a charge on
the cylindrical diamond surface. Here, we do not consider
band bending, which can be advantageous for eliminating
surface noise through screening. We also neglect free carrier
screening, because we do not see the stark reduction of
sensitivity to charge-noise that would be expected even for
moderate screening lengths of tens of nanometers.

EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Sample

The sample used in the main text (E001) is an electronic
grade diamond (Element 6) that was grown by chemical
vapour deposition (CVD) . The sample was initially cleaned
in a boiling tri-acidic solution (H2SO4:HNO3:HClO4, 1:1:1)
[19] and then etched in Cl2/He and O2/CF4 plasmas to
remove any organic contaminants and structural defects from
the surface [20]. 120Sn (spin-0) ions were then implanted
in the diamond, using a fluence of 5 × 1010 atoms cm−2

and an implantation energy of 400 keV, which corresponds
to a penetration depth of 100 nm, as estimated by SRIM
simulations [15]. The formation of the SnV color centers was
finally achieved by annealing the diamond at the temperature
of 1050 ◦C for about 12 hours in vacuum (pressure <
7.5 × 10−8 mbar).

Nanopillars were fabricated by a combination of e-beam
lithography and plasma etching. First, 200 nm of Si3N4 were
deposited on the surface of the diamond in an inductively
coupled-plasma (ICP) enhanced CVD system. After coating
the sample with 300 nm of electro-sensitive resist (ZEP520A),
pillars with nominal diameters ranging from 180 nm to
340 nm, in steps of 40 nm, were exposed by means of
electron-beam lithography. After development, the pattern
was transferred into the Si3N4 layer by a reactive ion etching
(RIE) plasma (10 sccm CF4, RF power = 100 W, P = 1 Pa)
and then etched into the diamond during an ICP process in O2
plasma (80 sccm, ICP power = 750 W, RF power = 200 W, P
= 0.3 Pa). The remaining nitride layer was finally dissolved
in a solution of buffered HF.

Optical setup and measurement configuration

The sample is cooled to 4 K in a closed-cycle helium
cryostat (Montana s50). A home-built confocal scanning
microscope is utilized to locate and optically address
nanopillars with SnVs. The SnV is initialized by a blue
diode laser at 450 nm (Thorlabs LP450-SF15 or Hübner
Cobolt 06-MLD). Non-resonant measurements are done with
a green diode laser at 520 nm (DLnsec). PL spectra
were measured via a spectrometer (Princeton Instruments
HR500) with a CCD camera (Princeton Instruments Excelon
ProEM:400BX3). Photons collected from the cryogenic
setup are coupled into a fiber and counted via avalanche
photo diodes (Excelitas SPCM-AQ4C or SPCM-AQRH).
Experiments are controlled with the software suite Qudi [21].

A highly tunable dye laser at 619 nm (Sirah Matisse, DCM
in EPL/EG solution) and an SHG laser source (TOPTICA
SHG DLC PRO) is employed for PLE scans. They are
implemented via scanning the frequency of the resonant
excitation laser across the C transition of an SnV center
and collecting the phonon sideband of the fluorescence.
The measurement analyzed in the main text (Fig. 2(b)) was
acquired under P = 0.5 nW ≪ Psat to minimize power
broadening and SnV ionization. In between each linescan
4 ms of 2 µW (average CW power) blue laser irradiation is
applied.

Temporal analysis of the sensor data

In the main text, we have shown emitters with inversion
symmetry can be used to investigate aspects of the charge
dynamics close to the emitter. Here, we provide details on the
data analysis of the long term PLE scans for estimating the
proximity charge configuration lifetimes and switching rates.

1. Wavemeter correction: During scans, the frequency
of the laser is controlled by applying an external
voltage signal. We monitor the laser frequency
through a pick-off path directed at a wavemeter. PLE
spectra are initially recorded as a set of voltages and
fluorescence signals. The voltage can then be converted
to frequencies by matching the time stamps. Any
nonlinear frequency changes occurring during the scan
are therefore accounted for.

2. Binning: Individual scans are mapped to a frequency
axis by selecting an individual linescan and subsequent
frequency binning. If multiple data points fall into the
same bin, they are averaged. If a bin remains empty, the
average of the previous and next bin is used.

3. Histogramming scans: Binned scans are summed and
normalized to create the histogrammed PLE spectra.

4. Configuration identification: A peak finder algorithm
(MATLAB: findpeaks) is used to identify the
frequencies of the four peaks. These peaks are then
labeled and used for averaging the spectral location
corresponding to a particular charge configuration of
proximity traps.

5. Configuration ranges: We separate state configurations
by assigning a spectral range to each central peak
position. This range is half the spectral distance
between two adjacent peaks.

6. Scanwise peak identification: The same peak finder
algorithm is used on each individual scan to find peaks.

7. Scanwise configuration identification: The identified
peaks are then matched with a charge state
configuration depending on their central frequencies.
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8. Determining the brighttime durations: The ’brighttime’
is determined by the amount of time a peak is associated
to the same charge configuration until a change occurs.
Each brighttime is recorded together with the changes
in the charge state configuration.

9. Histogramming brighttimes: The brighttime durations
are histogrammed according to the occurrence they
were observed, with the goal of extracting averaged
lifetimes and switching rates.

10. Charge state change probability p(i→ j): The amount
of times that a spectral jump from a charge state
i to another j has occurred is recorded. They are
then normalized to the total amount of jumps from
configuration i to obtain a probability.

There are two factors that limit the quantification of
uncertainties. First, jumping events depend on the
individual identification of peak locations per line.
The implemented peak finder algorithm locates the
maximum of a line for each scan. Due to spectral
diffusion, it is not possible to fit every individual line
and extract a central frequency uncertainty. Secondly,
there are overlaps of individual spectral peaks in the
integrated spectrum in Fig. 2(b) from the main text.
Even though we select a cut-off position in the middle
of the peaks, some of the identified peaks could actually
belong to the neighboring spectral peak’s tail, instead
of where we identified its position. Therefore, we
assign an overall uncertainty factor by computing the
overlap of the individual integrated fits of the individual
peaks. We then multiply these factors with the extracted
probabilities.

11. Poisson fitting: The histograms are converted to
probability densities and then fit with a Poisson
distribution. After the fit, the histogram and the fit are
scaled back to the original occurrences. The brighttimes
are then converted to real time units by the duration of
a single scan.

12. Lifetime τ(i) and conditional spectral jump rate
Γct(i→ j) extraction: Mean values of the Poisson
distribution fits and their uncertainties are provided
as proximity charge configuration lifetimes, or their
inverse as state switching rates between configurations.

CONTROL EXPERIMENTS

Verification of emission from a single transition

An important test for our sensor is the verification that
the multimodal spectral fingerprint is originating from the
same transition. Here, we provide four characterization
measurements, under zero magnetic field to exclude Zeeman
splitting, that indicate that the signal originates from a single
source and transition.

Distribution of jump distances

Among the 19 characterized emitters, hopping distances
varying from a few hundred MHz to a few GHz were found.
On the investigated samples, either one or two distinct jump
processes or their combinations are found, fully consistent
with the number of estimated lattice defects. The distribution
of these distances is presented in Fig. S4(a). Therefore, the
existence of unknown levels with quasi-forbidden transition
rules seems unlikely as the hop distances appear to be random
for each emitter.

PL Spectrum

The photoluminescence emission spectrum (Fig. S4(b)
measured under 520 nm excitation light at 4 K shows a typical
SnV spectrum with discernible spectrometer-limited peaks
attributed to C (between levels |1⟩-|3⟩, Fig. 2(b) from main
text) and D (|2⟩-|3⟩) transitions. Since they are ∼ 850 GHz
apart, we can safely claim that multiple peaks from the PLE
scan do not correspond to these transitions.

Autocorrelation measurement

Autocorrelation measurements presented in control
experiments for the single-photon ionization charge dynamics
model are taken from the emitter investigated in the main
text. The likelihood of multiple emitters contributing to the
spectrum is made highly improbable by an autocorrelation
measurement with g(2)(0) = 0.12(9) < 0.5 close to the
theoretical expected value of g(2)(0) = 0.

Rabi frequencies of different resonances:

Here, we demonstrate Rabi oscillations between levels
|1⟩ and |3⟩ (C transition) of an SnV, on emitter E2 at two
different resonance frequencies before and after a spectral
jump event. In Fig. S4(c), Rabi frequencies at different
powers from both resonances and an example measurement
are provided. Oscillations are obtained via resonant excitation
after a green stabilization pulse. Data after the resonant
laser rise-time is fit to a damped oscillation function. After
repeating the measurement at different powers, the lower
frequency resonance had a slope of 20.9(9) Hz/

√
nW, higher

frequency one had a 21.2(1.8) Hz/
√

nW and combined data
set had 21.0(5) Hz/

√
nW on a linear frequency-

√
Power line.

The fact that slopes for three data sets remained within the
fitting error range strongly suggests the dipole moment did not
change between the spectral jumps and the same transition is
being addressed between the two measurements.
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. S4. Control experiments to support that the analyzed emission from the SnV belongs to the same transition. (a) Spectral hop ranges
of characterized emitters. Emitters without hopping were stable during linewidth scans that happened at different time scales between minutes
to an hour. Red data points are from a different sample E002 with a higher implantation fluence (2.5 ×1011 cm−2). The error bars show the
95% confidence intervals of the central frequency distances extracted from the fits. (b) Photolimunescence spectrum taken from E1 (emitter
from the main text) showing ∼850 GHz splitting between C and D transitions. Inset: Zoom-in (c) Rabi frequencies of the emitter E2. Values
are extracted from a damped oscillation function at different resonant (between levels |1⟩ and |3⟩) excitation powers. Dark blue and light blue
data points are taken before and after a spectral jump, and therefore at different frequencies. Slope of the combined data (red) is extracted
as 21.0(5) Hz/

√
nW where the lower frequency (light blue) resonance had a slope of 20.9(9) Hz/

√
nW and higher frequency (dark blue) data

is a 21.2(1.8) Hz/
√

nW. The uncertainties and error bars represent 95% confidence intervals extracted from the fits. INSET: Example Rabi
oscillations observed with 45.5 nW power at the higher frequency resonance.

Demonstration of ionization processes via single-photon
processes using autocorrelation measurements

The photophysical picture behind the charge dynamics
investigated in the main text has been previously explained in
[22]. One of the events that can occur during laser irradiation
is the group-IV vacancy (G4V) emitters transitioning to a
dark state. This manifests as shoulder-like bunching features
around the antibunching dip in autocorrelation measurements.
Here, applying the single-photon process assumption from
the proposed model, we find a linear power dependence for
both hole creation/capture and electron promotion processes.
These experiments show that the charge transfer picture
presented in the main text is consistent with photon statistics
measurements. We base our analysis on the derivation of the
autocorrelation function and the rate equations provided in the
reference [23].

We assume a three level system where level 1 is the ground
state, 2 is the excited state, and 3 is a nonradiative shelving
state, which is identified as G4V−2. Such a system’s g(2) with
nonzero background obeys the following equation:

g(2) = 1 + p2[1 − (1 + a) exp(− τ
τa

) + a exp(− τ
τb

)] (18)

where p determines the background contribution, τa is the
antibunching time related to the dip at 0 delay, τb is the
bunching time which determines the shoulders surrounding
the antibunching dip, and the a parameter is related to the
transition rates. To test the model, g(2) measurements of an
SnV center at different powers (P) are fit to this equation and
the parameters are extracted. The following power relations
are then assumed to predict the transition rates (kInitial Final):

• k12 (incoherent excitation) is assumed to have a linear
dependence on power ‘δP’, as it is a single-photon

process promoting an electron from the ground state to
quasi-continuous phononic bands of the excited state.

• k21 (spontaneous emission) is modelled with a constant
rate ‘Γ’.

• k23 (shelving) is assumed to have a linear power
dependence ‘αP’, because this process is known to be
a single-photon process promoting electrons from the
valance band to an excited G4V [22].

• k31 (deshelving) is also modelled to be linearly
proportional to power ‘βP’: Here, hole donation is
assumed to be a single-photon process induced by
promoting an electron from valance band to a Vn.
Previously, this rate has been modeled with a saturation
curve [24], which may be attributed to the limited
amount of contributing Vn. However for this case, our
Monte Carlo simulations predict too high Vn density
for saturation to occur. Therefore, a linear model can
capture the data well. We also want to note that a
saturation curve imitates a linear relationship at low
powers, and both models can work at different regimes
consistently.

The bunching time τb relates to the transition rates through
the equation:

τb =
1

k31 + k23
k12

k12+k21

(19)

If k12 is assumed to be much larger than k21 – as expected
at higher powers –, then k12/(k12 + k21) approaches 1. Then:

τb =
1

k31 + k23
=

1
(α + β)P

(20)
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(a) (b)

FIG. S5. Extracted parameters from the autocorrelation measurements for the emitter E1. The error bars represent 95% confidence intervals
derived from the fits (functions provided in the text). These measurements indicate that shelving and deshelving processes can be modeled
as single-photon events. (a) Bunching time at different powers. Grey points are excluded from the fit as they are not expected to behave
according to the approximated model at low powers and they have large errors. Solid line: Fit to a 1/(cP) function. Inset: Selected example
measurements. (b) a parameter at different powers. Solid line: Fit to a saturation curve.

This shows that τb is effectively determined by the total
rate of k31 and k23 at higher powers. When a 1/x model is
fit to the extracted τbs at the Fig. S5(a), it can be seen that the
model captures the data well and α + β is extracted as 7.5(1)
kHz/µW. The total charge cycle rate of 1 MHz at ∼ 150 µW
also seems reasonable as we expect the charge transfer process
to be slower than spontaneous emission or excitation.

For estimating the rate coefficients separately, we can
determine the a parameter which is governed by:

a =
k23

k31

k12

k12 + k21
=
α

β

δP
δP + Γ

. (21)

At high powers, a parameter will asymptotically reach α/β.
In Fig. S5(b), the extracted a values from the measurements
follow a saturation curve where the fit asymptotically
approaches 0.40(3). Furthermore, using this relation in
Eq. (20), we can deduce the shelving and deshelving rates at
each power with α = 2.2(2) kHz/µW and β = 5.4(2) kHz/µW.
Because the linear power dependence assumption is consistent
with the observed data, we argue that single-photon processes
are the main driver of the charge dynamics in the sample.

Charge trap-illumination field interactions

In the main text, we show the influence of charge trap
densities on spectral diffusion. Here, we provide experimental
results on how the properties of the laser can affect spectral
diffusion. Since the illumination induces the ionization events
in the sample, we show that the interactions and observed
phenomena are consistent with the existence of charge traps.

Position dependency of the stabilization laser and subdiffraction
drift sensing

A peculiar property of the ZPL of an SnV was reported in
[22], Fig. 3B where the spectral line drifted in correlation with
the laboratory air conditioning cycle. In order to investigate
this further, we conduct simulations to reproduce the periodic
changes and inhomogeneous broadening of the reported PLE
measurement. Our simulations involve introducing a periodic
misalignment of the laser by varying the participating remote
charge density.

We assume that the blue stabilization laser has a Gaussian
intensity distribution in the z-direction that oscillates in time

I(z, t) = I0e−[z−z0(t)]2/2σ , (22)

where I0 is the laser’s peak intensity at the focal point, σ the
focal width and

z0(t) = a sin(ωt) . (23)

The amplitude a, describing the magnitude of misalignment
due to the changes in temperature of the setup is not known.
The frequency ω = 2π/T corresponds to the T = 10 min
cycle of the air conditioning described in [22]. To perform
the Monte Carlo simulation we follow the previously outlined
steps with the field produced by an ionized trap given by

E(q, r) =
qi

4πϵ0ϵr

r

r3 . (24)

We randomly distribute traps with a density of ρ = 22.7
ppm in a cubic volume with an edge length of 100 nm. The
trap density well reproduces the inhomogeneous broadened
linewidth of ≈ 103 MHz shown in Fig. 3b of [22] for a power
broadened homogeneous linewidth of ≈ 88 MHz. We assume
that the probability of a trap participating in being ionized is
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(a) (b)

FIG. S6. Influence of laser misalignment on the PLE spectra. (a) Simulation of the temporal change of the central position and linewidth of
the C-transition caused by a periodic change in the alignment of the charge state stabilization laser, which can result from temperature changes
in the experiment [22]. We assume a power broadened homogeneous linewidth of FWHMhom = 88 MHz (red line) and find an inhomogeneous
linewidth of FWHMhom = 103.3 MHz (extracted from fit with a Voigt profile, dark gray line) for the charge state polarization laser parameters
provided in the main Suppl. text. (b) An exemplary PLE measurement, showing a drift of the resonance frequency. After optimizing the xyz
position of the sample and laser spot, the central frequency returns to the original position.

given by P(t) = P(z, t) + P0, where P(z, t) ∝ I(z, t) and P0 =

0.1 is a constant background ionization probability. For the
Monte Carlo simulation of the inhomogeneous linewidth at
each time step t we use 2500 different charge configurations.
We found very good agreement with the results reported in
[22] for a laser with a focal spot width of FWHM = 240
nm (σ = FWHM/2

√
2 log(2)) and an oscillation amplitude

of a = 200 nm. The results can be seen in Fig. S6(a).

To further confirm our model, we performed a long-
term PLE scan (Fig. S6(b)) and utilized the xyz control of
the confocal microscopy setup to optimize the fluorescence
signal. By monitoring the changes in the spectral line,
we were able to measure a ∼200 MHz drift over a 3-hour
period, which corresponds to a ∼50 nm shift according to our
position optimizer. By realigning the setup, we were able to
retrieve the initial position of the resonance, providing further
evidence in support of our hypothesis.

We extracted spectral drift relations ∼0.2 MHz/nm for
Fig. S6(a) and ∼4 MHz/nm for Fig. S6(b). This means,
depending on the surrounding charge density, it would be
reasonable to estimate MHz/nm correspondence of the laser
position drift to the emission central frequency. We propose
a spectral test such as this could prove useful for estimating
the positional drifts under the diffraction limit. It has been
demonstrated that chirped pulses from an EOM can scan 200
MHz range under a second [25]. Therefore, using a spectral
approach would also allow a higher bandwidth exceeding
read-out rates from the fluorescence intensity-based schemes
[26].

Overall, an SnV, or emitters with inversion symmetry in
general, can be used to temporally resolve the participating
remote charge trap density at each moment. By correlating
the central frequency, spatial drifts in experimental systems
can be tracked.

Stabilization method of the emitter:

We also investigate the spectral properties of our emitters
using different charge stabilization procedures involving blue
laser light to study its interaction with the Vn. Fig. S7
shows PLE scans and spectra using two different stabilization
schemes with a charge stabilization laser at 450 nm and
300 nW average power. The first scheme uses continuous-
wave (CW) laser light during each PL scan (continuous
stabilization). The second is a pulsed scheme: before each
PLE scan a blue laser pulse of 4 ms duration irradiates the
sample (pulsed stabilization). PLE scans were performed on
emitter E1 with a resonant power of 0.7 nW, which lies below
the saturation power (> 20 nW), and is also low enough to
avoid ionization during the scan.

Fig. S7(a) clearly shows both two resonance peaks (∼ 1.4
GHz apart), that are also present in each individual linescan.
The individual PLE scans of the pulsed scheme in Fig. S7(b)
reveal that both resonances correspond to two distinct spectral
positions of the C transition, which we attribute to Stark
shift Eq. (3) induced by two distinct charge configurations
of ionized Vn in the vicinity of the SnV. A quasi-continuous
fluorescence signal with the resonant laser is observable
showing the full inhomogeneous linewidth. Continuous
stabilization will cycle the charge state of the environment
with a spectral jump rate ΓSH ≫ Γscan much higher than
the PLE scan rate, leading to two recognizable peaks during
individual PLE scans.

Another clear signal of the increased ionization of Vn
is the more pronounced inhomogeneous broadening of the
resonance lines under continuous stabilization. 450 nm CW
light will cause more traps in the environment to participate in
creating the fluctuating electric field at the emitter’s position
during each individual scan. Just as predicted by our Monte
Carlo simulations, an increased activity of charge traps leads
to increased inhomogeneous broadening.
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(a) (b)

FIG. S7. Photolimunescence excitation (PLE) scans of the C transition under different charge stabilization schemes on the emitter E1. During
the scans, a hopping between two different resonances is observed. The resonant laser has a power of 0.7 nW, and the blue laser has a power
of 300 nW. The spectra are fit using Voigt profiles. The uncertainties represent 95% confidence intervals extracted from the fits. (a) The blue
laser at 450 nm is illuminating the sample continuously during the resonant laser scans. The continuous operation of the blue laser induces
hopping that is faster than a single line scan, which results in both peaks being observable in every individual scan. (b) A 4 ms blue laser pulse
is sent at the beginning of each scan. Without the help of the blue laser, the cycling between the two resonances is slower but still present due
to the laser that is resonant with the C transition.

Wavelength dependency of the stabilization laser:

An indication that charge dynamics and occupation of
nearby traps playing a role in the spectral jumping phenomena
comes from comparing charge stabilization with blue (450
nm) and green lasers (520 nm). Here in Fig. S8, PLE
spectra of the emitter E2 taken under the same resonant and
stabilization laser powers show a single peaked behavior with
the green laser whereas a smaller second peak (although
weakly) can be observed when the blue laser is used. It was
shown that blue laser irradiation is more efficient for charge
trap ionization [22]. Using that information one can deduce
that a previously inaccessible charge trap is activated with
the blue laser, resulting in the new discrete spectral jump.
Spectroscopy of the charge trap transition rates could help
in identifying ionization energies for individual charge trap
species. For example, it is possible to observe, although only
qualitatively, a more quickly switching fluorescence signal
within the PLE acquisition resolution with the blue laser at
each single line resulting from rapid spectral jumps.

Power dependency of the stabilization laser:

Extended resonant excitation of SnVs induces a dark state
transition. This has been connected to a change of its charge
state through the promotion of an electron from the valance
band. A hole capture process induced by blue or green
lasers can reinitialize the SnV back to its bright state. Using
higher powers or longer illumination periods increase the

probability of charge state stabilization and reemission [22].
This is enabled by ionizing or charging the defects around
the quantum emitter which act as charge/hole donors. As
a result, illumination changes the charge distribution around
the color center and induces spectral diffusion. Therefore,
charge stabilization and inhomogeneous broadening become
competing effects where one has to optimize both for high
quality emission.

In Fig. S9, a demonstration of this trade-off in a
measurement on emitter E14 is provided. Using a power
of 7000 (375) nW results with 30%, 9/30 (23%, 7/30) of
the time bright lines and a histogrammed linewidth of 871
(204) MHz. Because charge traps play such a crucial role
in the stabilization of the bright state, a competition between
spectral diffusion and the charge state stabilization efficiency
ηbright is expected. The ideal Vn (or hole donors, in general)
density can then be determined from a compromise between
minimizing spectral diffusion and maximizing ηbright.

Additionally, we tried to identify the contribution of blue
laser to the spectral diffusion with respect to its power. In
Fig. S10, we present measurements from the emitter E20,
that is on the sample E014 which had the same fabrication
parameters with E002 (five times higher dosage than the
sample from the main text E001) but with an extra Sulphur
co-implantation step. It can be clearly seen that higher blue
laser light powers introduce more pronounced broadening
displaying a degree of saturation, which again is in accordance
with both our Monte Carlo simulations and our previous work
on spectral diffusion [18].
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(a) (b)

FIG. S8. Photolimunescence excitation (PLE) scans of the C transition under different colored stabilization schemes of the emitter E2. C laser
had a power of 1 nW. The spectra were fit using bimodal Voigt profiles. Uncertainties represent 95% confidence intervals extracted from the
fits. (a) 500 nW green laser at 520 nm is kept continuously on as the resonant laser scans. Continuous fluorescence from smaller peaks were
sometimes observed. The secondary peak was not observable in this configuration. The specta were fit using a Voigt profile. (b) 500 nW blue
laser at 450 nm is kept continuously on as the resonant laser scans. The blue laser produces a spectral jump resulting in a secondary peak. The
spectrum was fit using a bimodal Voigt profile.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. S9. Comparison of different stabilization pulse powers illuminating the emitter E14. Both measurements are done under 0.5 nW resonant
laser excitation. Two different blue laser powers of 375 nW and 7000 nW are used. Higher power resulted in a broadened inhomogeneous
linewidth and more pronounced spectral drifts. The spectra were fit using a Voigt profile. The uncertainties represent 95% confidence intervals
extracted from the fits. (a),(c) Measured fluorescence at each cycle as the laser frequency was scanned. (b),(d) Histogrammed counts for
linewidth determination using a Voigt fit.

Current limitations of the electrometer and how to overcome
them

Besides the many exciting opportunities our electrometer
offers, we must also critically reflect on the present
limitations. In addition to the limited time resolution
discussed in the main text, the calibration process can also be

improved. We have used an experimentally determined scalar
value for the induced polarizability, and not a full tensor,
requiring us to infer the direction of the background electric
field from consideration of the implantation created defects.
The same limitation also prohibits perfectly localizing charge
traps in three dimensions.

Furthermore, we assume that the position of the observed
spectral features is purely caused by induced Stark shifts. We
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FIG. S10. Comparison of different stabilization powers on the
emitter E20. Measurements are taken on another sample which had a
five times higher Sn implantation dose compared to the sample used
in the main text and was co-implanted with sulfur. The same resonant
excitation power of 5 nW is used in all measurements while the
power of the blue continuous stabilization laser is varied. Increasing
blue power broadens the linewidth reaching an asymptotic limit. The
inset shows a zoom-in of the smaller powers to better demonstrate the
saturation trend. Error bars are the 95% fit confidence intervals which
are heavily influenced by the background fluorescence induced by
the comparatively large blue laser powers.

cannot finally exclude any other mechanisms such as strain or
phononic contributions, however, the experimental results and
our model agree for a variety of local defect configurations,
and we therefore conclude that our method is self-affirmative.

Moreover, we are not able to distinguish between all
the trap configurations that would yield the same integrated
spectral fingerprint. Using the time resolved charge dynamics
in conjunction with a detailed physical model of the trap
ionization, including the implied charge dynamics and
thermalization as well as other possible charge localization
mechanisms such as Anderson localization [27] can improve
on this ambiguity.

Although the SRIM simulations yield valuable insights into
the distribution of V1 lattice defects during the implantation
process, they do not provide an accurate estimation of the
post-annealing distribution of higher-order Vn defects. In
this study, we take a preliminary step by simulating a
V2 distribution based on the initial V1 distribution using
stochastic methods. However, to obtain more realistic
distributions and extend the estimation to multi-vacancy
complexes, more advanced techniques such as molecular
dynamics simulations, as demonstrated in Ref.[28], or
incorporating formation energies and diffusion paths on a
3D crystal lattice, as explored in Ref.[8], can be employed.
These sophisticated approaches have the potential to improve
the modeling of realistic distributions and enhance the
generalization of estimations for multi-vacancy complexes.
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