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Abstract
In the physical sciences, there is an increased need for ro-
bust feature representations of image data: image acquisi-
tion, in the generalized sense of two-dimensional data, is
now widespread across a large number of fields, including
quantum information science, which we consider here. While
traditional image features are widely utilized in such cases,
their use is rapidly being supplanted by Neural Network-
based techniques that often sacrifice explainability in ex-
change for high accuracy. To ameliorate this trade-off, we
propose a synthetic data-based technique that results in ex-
plainable features. We show, using Explainable Boosting Ma-
chines (EBMs), that this method offers superior explainabil-
ity without sacrificing accuracy. Specifically, we show that
there is a meaningful benefit to this technique in the context
of quantum dot tuning, where human intervention is neces-
sary at the current stage of development.

Introduction
There has been a longstanding trade-off between the accu-
racy of a candidate machine learning (ML) model and its
interpretability. This is evident in the extreme example of
deep neural networks (DNNs), which can offer excellent
accuracy for many problems but are limited in their inter-
pretability due to the number of inaccessible layers. Alterna-
tively, there are simple techniques, such as linear models or
decision trees, that offer the user full comprehension of the
internal weights. However, these are often unable to model
the complex relationships seen in modern datasets. For tab-
ular data, there has been considerable progress toward find-
ing a middle ground, typically through explaining complex
models with surrogates such as LIME (Ribeiro, Singh, and
Guestrin 2016) and Shapley (Lundberg and Lee 2017).

In contrast with many black-box ML models, explainable
boosting machines (EBMs) are a glass-box method that en-
ables the model to be directly interpretable as opposed to
relying on surrogate explanations (Lou et al. 2013). Specif-
ically, EBMs extend generalized additive models to include
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pairwise interactions, which allows one to observe the rela-
tionship between features. EBMs often provide accuracy on
par with many black-box models with the additional advan-
tage of enhanced intelligibility, which makes them an ap-
pealing replacement for other models.

For spatial data, such as images, interpretability is more
challenging. This is in part due to their composition by struc-
tures which are highly correlated at multiple scales in the
two-dimensional (2D) space. This feature is one of the main
reasons why convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have
quickly become the dominant ML approach for many com-
puter vision tasks. However, the black-box nature of CNNs
makes their use prohibitive in applications of consequence
such as healthcare (Caruana et al. 2015) or finances (Israel,
Kelly, and Moskowitz 2020). While making CNNs more
interpretable has been a very active area of research, tech-
niques proposed to date vary in utility in many applications,
especially as the depth of the neural network increases (Ade-
bayo et al. 2018).

Our previous work developed a methodology that ad-
dresses some of these concerns by combining vectorization
methods to image data with EBMs. The possibility of us-
ing EBMs as models for image data poses numerous chal-
lenges, the principal of which is the mapping from im-
ages to a vector representation that could then be used di-
rectly with EBMs. In our previous work, we used the Gabor
Wavelet transform in conjunction with a constrained opti-
mization procedure to extract key image features from the
data (Schug et al. 2024). We also applied a highly custom
feature engineering to tailor this process to the particular
dataset (Schug et al. 2023). In both cases, we relied on do-
main knowledge and understanding of the physical systems
under investigation to inform the feature extraction process.
This was essential in ensuring that the resulting model pro-
duces human-agreeable interpretations. Here, we demon-
strate that the same approach can be successfully applied to
assist in the tune-up of accumulation mode Si/SiGe quantum
dot (QD) devices. We also propose an alternative image vec-
torization method involving the generation of synthetic data
to approximate the experimentally acquired scans. We then
show that both methods result in a comparable performance,
but the latter produces features that are easier to interpret.
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Background: Quantum Dot Tuning Problem
and Triangle Plots

Arrays of QDs – electrons confined in a semiconductor het-
erostructure with unique properties that allow them to act as
artificial atoms – are a leading candidate for use as qubits,
the fundamental information carriers in quantum computers.
We use a type of gate-defined QD, as shown in Figure 1, a
three-layer overlapping gate structure fabricated on top of a
Si/SiGe heterostructure device is used to form and control
QDs (Zajac et al. 2016; Dodson et al. 2020). As the num-
ber of QDs and thus the number of gates needed to control
them grows, the manual tuning process becomes intractable.
An autotuning framework incorporating ML tools was origi-
nally proposed and validated off-line using premeasured ex-
perimental scans capturing a large range of gate voltages
in (Kalantre et al. 2019) and then deployed online (i.e., in
situ) to tune a double QD in real-time in (Zwolak et al.
2020). A detailed description of the tuning process is avail-
able in (Zwolak and Taylor 2023).

One sub-problem within the tuning procedure is to cor-
rectly determine the voltage placement of gates to allow the
formation of isolated current channels inside the 2D elec-
tron gas formed at the intersection of the Si and SiGe layers
in the heterostructure, see Figure 1(a). One way to achieve
proper gate voltages is by sweeping certain gates [S1, S2,
S3, and S4 in Figure 1(a)] until the current begins flowing
in the channel. The bright bars at the edges of the images in
Figure 1(b) and (c), called walls, are due to the current flow-
ing strictly under those gates. The region with the ridged
pattern Figure 1(b) is the area of interest – it indicates that
the current is not flowing under any screening gates, but in-
stead, it is flowing between them. For the purpose of our
study, such images are considered good. If there is no cur-
rent in this region, as shown in Figure 1(c), it is necessary
to accumulate all of the gates over the current channel and
try again. Images that do not contain the triangle region are
considered bad.

In gate-defined QD devices, the area of interest usually
takes the form of a triangle – thus the name triangle plots –
and indicates the formation of an isolated current channel.
The patterned texture inside of this region is due to charge
defects and variability in gate uniformity near the current
channel (Ye et al. 2021). While researchers can easily visu-
ally identify these regions, finding them automatically using
simple threshold analysis is challenging. In moving towards
automating the tuning process, it is desirable to have an algo-
rithm that can (1) predict whether the triangle plot indicates
a well-behaving current channel and (2) provide an explana-
tion for this prediction.

Methods
The triangle plots form a dataset with image data that has a
greater variety of scales and orientations. In addition to the
approach used in our previous work (Schug et al. 2023), we
consider a radically different approach to producing a vec-
tor representation from images that is better adapted to the
complexity of the triangle plots dataset. While the original
vectorization method produces a model that performs well
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Figure 1: (a) False-colored SEM micrograph of a typi-
cal Si/SiGe heterostructure device. The orange highlighted
gates are the screening gates that are swept for the triangle
plot. This device has 3 distinct current channels between the
screening gates marked with white arrows. (b) An example
of a good triangle plot with high visibility in the triangle re-
gion above the background. (c) An example of a bad triangle
plot with little to no current in the triangle region. An exam-
ple of of (d) good and (e) bad synthetic triangle plot.

with the classification task, the interpretability and useful-
ness of this model are limited. The new approach produces
qualitatively superior explanations.

Gabor Filterbank Approach
To vectorize the image data, we utilize the 2D Gabor
wavelet transform, an oriented multi-scale representation
that is shown in (Daugman 1988) to be a model for com-
plex neurons in mammalian vision. As such, this representa-
tion seems ideal for extracting oriented features, as well as
textures, from image data.

Definition 1 The 2D Gabor Kernel for parameters p =
{σx, σy, λ, θ} for (x, y) ∈ R2 is defined as

Gp(x, y) =
e
− 1

2 (
x2

σ2
x
+ y2

σ2
y
)

√
2πσxσy

eiλ(x sin(θ)+y cos(θ)), (1)

where σx and σy represent scale in x and y, and θ and λ are
the wave direction and wavelength. We further denote the
convolutional application of kernel Gp to an image u(x, y)
to be Gp(x, y) ∗ u(x, y).



Specifically, we consider small filterbanks of Gabor
wavelets which capture particular scales and orientations di-
rectly relevant to our image data, which leads to a more com-
pact representation.

Definition 2 The 2D Gabor Filterbank for discrete set of N
parameters P = {p0, ..., pN}

GP (x, y) = {Gpi
(x, y)}Ni=0. (2)

We denote the application of the filterbank GP to an image
u to be GP ∗ u = {Gpi(x, y) ∗ u(x, y)}Ni=0

In practice, we attempt to construct P such that the
Fourier transform of GP has support covering prominent
frequencies observed in the Fourier transform of u. This
can be accomplished with optimization or other filterbank
construction techniques. For simplicity, we perform the con-
struction manually.

To produce the vector representation of the image, we use
the physical understanding that the dominant discriminant
factor in discriminating good and bad triangles is the pres-
ence of line-like features at approximately 45◦ orientation
corresponding to the interaction between the two gates, see
Figure 1(b). The image is vectorized by taking the L2-norm
and TV 2-norm of Gabor filters with this orientation at dif-
ferent scales. We also perform additional feature engineering
in the form of extracting the estimated location of this fea-
ture and the location of the bright bars, which we accomplish
with narrow edge-like Gabor filters.

Synthetic Triangle Plots
To enable the creation of interpretable features, we gener-
ate a set of crude synthetic triangle plots. The synthetic data
share certain salient features visible in real triangle plots,
namely the presence of walls of varying width and a pos-
sible diagonal region. It is important to note that, while the
resulting images are visually similar to experimental data,
as depicted in Figure 1(d) and (e), this approach does not
produce physically realizable data.

For generating the synthetic triangles we utilize
the widely known 2D sigmoid function sm,r,b(x) =

m
1+exp(r(x−b)) , where m, r, and b control the magnitude,
rate, and shift of the sigmoid, respectively. The motivation
for this choice is the resemblance of the idealized walls and
triangle region to the Heaviside step function. In practice,
the transition from no signal to wall and triangle should be
smoother. Triangles are assumed to have a horizontal and
vertical wall corresponding to individual gates, as well as a
possible third diagonal region linking the walls. To construct
the 2D triangle plot we compose three sigmoids:

∆(x,y) = max
(
sh(x), sv(y), sd(x sin θ + y cos θ)

)
(3)

where sh, sv , and sd are the parameters for the horizontal,
vertical, and diagonal sigmoid, respectively, and θ is the ori-
entation of the diagonal sigmoid. In practice, we evaluate
this function on an evenly spaced grid of (x, y) points.

The criteria used to determine the presence of a triangle
region are derived trivially from the definition of the triangle
plot: we require that sd(x sin(θ) + y cos(θ)) is greater than

sh and sv . We also impose a constraint that the orientation of
the diagonal sigmoid is sufficiently diagonal, with the cutoff
defined as 0 ≤ θ ≤ π/2.

It is important to restrict the parameters used to define
the synthetic triangles to physically reasonable ranges. The
simple constraints we chose include a requirement that the
sigmoids cannot be infinitely dilated and that the walls must
be in the image and have positive heights.

Synthetic Triangle Fitting Approach
Since our images have an assumed form of a triangle plot,
we can use the synthetic triangles to model real triangles.
In other words, for a given experimentally acquired trian-
gle plot, the parameters defining a synthetic triangle most
similar to it visually and sharing all of the important visual
features can be used to parameterize it. The resulting vec-
tor provides a powerful and compact representation for ML.
Moreover, this vectorization approach has a key advantage
in that the vector features correspond directly to our origi-
nal image, and that fewer assumptions about the frequency
content of the data are made.

We start by defining an appropriate measure of image
similarity. The experimentally acquired triangle plots con-
tain considerable noise, texture, and other high-frequency
features that are not essential in characterizing the overall
structure. The synthetic triangles can serve as a representa-
tion of the boundaries of the vertical, horizontal, and diag-
onal walls defined by a shifted, scaled, and dilated sigmoid
function. Since, by design, the synthetic and experimentally
acquired plots are assumed to be structurally similar, both
can be transformed into a region of the frequency domain
that they are expected to share.

In practice, this involves applying an ideal low-pass filter,
such as the Gaussian. To focus on the details of the structure,
we use the magnitude gradient of the low-pass filtered im-
age. While this can be thought of as a simple edge detection,
we do not have a priori knowledge about the appropriate
scale of the Gaussian for any particular image. To quantify
the similarity between an experimentally acquired and syn-
thetic triangle plot, we use the L2-norm applied to both thus
transformed images.

Definition 3 Let U and V be two images subject to some
transform F with parameters p. The similarity measure be-
tween U and V is defined as

SF
p (U, V ) = ||Fp(U)− Fp(V )||2 (4)

The desired vector representation of an experimentally ac-
quired image Iexp is obtained by optimizing the parame-
ters defining the corresponding synthetic image Isim such
that SF

p (Iexp, Isim) is minimized subject to boundary con-
straints. We set up the optimization problem as:

p∗, σ∗ = min
p,σ

{
λSDG

σ ((Iexp, Isim)

+ (1− λ)SI((Iexp, Isim) + ϵ(p)
}
, (5)

where DGσ(U) = ∇(Gσ(U)) is the gradient of the Gaus-
sian transform; I(U) = U is the identity transform; λ
is a hyperparameter giving us control over the balance



between trusting DGσ and I similarity measures; and
ϵ(p) = {C : p violates boundary constraints, 0 : otherwise}
for some arbitrarily large penalty constant C.

We use the Nelder-Mead optimizer (Nelder and Mead
1965) implemented in SciPy (Jones et al. 2001). For the ini-
tial guess, we use values in the middle of the boundary con-
straints, although we notice some sensitivity to this choice
(which is reasonable for local optimizers). We assume that
the low-pass filtering in the transform leads to more consis-
tent convergence evidenced by a heuristic determination that
λ ≥ 0.5 yields qualitatively better fits.

The optimal parameters, as well as the value of the ob-
jective function at those parameters, define the final vector
representation of image Iexp:

v(Iexp) = [σ∗,H(B,M,R),V(B,M,R),D(B,M,R,θ),F ] (6)

where B, M , and R denote the boundary, magnitude, and
rate for the optimal horizontal H, vertical V , and diagonal
D boundary, respectively; θ indicates the orientation of the
diagonal boundary; σ∗ is the optimal scale [see. Eq. (5)];
and F is the value of the objective function for the optimized
parameters.

Results
For the experiments, we use 902 experimentally acquired tri-
angle plots resized to 64 by 64-pixels. Reshaping the images
is done for convenience so that we can use fixed parameter
filterbanks, and so that synthetic triangles have comparable
ranges of parameters. Each image is then vectorized follow-
ing the procedure described in the Synthetic Triangle Fitting
Approach section. We present the results of several exper-
iments, starting with a qualitative assessment of the fitting
procedure.

In the transformed space, the synthetic images look quali-
tatively strikingly similar to the experimentally acquired im-
ages, which is a strong indicator that the fits are capturing
the critical structural information. The optimal fit plot cap-
tures the location and average intensity of the walls and di-
agonal component, despite the presence of the ridged pattern
observed in the experimental data.

Performance and Interpretability
The vectorized features v(Iexp) are used to train an EBM.
We utilize the smoothing and greedy rounds parameters to
improve the accuracy and interpretability at a modest train-
ing time cost (Nori et al. 2019). For a more thorough discus-
sion of this, see (Nori et al. 2021). We carry out five 6-fold
stratified cross-validations and report averaged results, with
precision and recall analyzed at the class level. The results
from all experiments are presented in Table 1. The relatively
close performance of the more intuitive synthetic triangle
fitting approach compared to the Gabor filterbank approach
confirms the validity of the new vectorization method.

To understand how the model makes decisions globally
we rely on the EBM’s feature importance, as well as the
individual plots of the important features. The feature im-
portance, shown in Figure 2(a), reveals that the model is in-
deed picking up the correct features, with DB , Dθ, DM , and

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 2: Global EBM results for the synthetic triangle fit-
ting approach. (a) The feature importance plot. (b) Feature
curve for the fitness feature F . (c) Feature curve for the hy-
potenuse orientation feature Dθ. (d) Pairwise interaction plot
for features DB and DM .

DR being among top five most important features. Some-
what unexpected is the emphasis on the overall fitness F
as the most important feature. Looking at the feature curve
for F depicted in Figure 2(b), we see that bad images have
a lower cost function in fitting, whereas good images tend
to fit more poorly. This correlation is reasonable consider-
ing that the triangle regions in good images often have a
significantly more complicated structure than in bad images
whereas walls are practically very similar to the vertical and
horizontal sigmoid.

The angle of the diagonal boundary, shown in Figure 2(c),
aligns well with the intuition that the hypotenuse in good
triangles is ideally oriented at (45±15)◦, which is where we
see peak scores for Dθ. We also see negative scores as Dθ

approaches 0◦ and 90◦ for diagonal boundaries, as expected.
Figure 2(d) shows the pairwise interaction between DB

(length of the hypotenuse) and DM (intensity of response
within the triangle region). The interaction between these
features reveals the ability of the EBM model to recognize
that even when the diagonal boundary is not complete, if the
diagonal magnitude is large, the scan is likely good. This

Metric Class Model
Gabor Filt. Synth Tri.

Accuracy 92.2(7) 87.4(1.4)

Precision Good 87.1(1.7) 78.6(3.0)
Bad 93.6(1.2) 89.4(1.5)

Recall Good 77.8(4.3) 62.2(6.2)
Bad 96.5(6) 94.9(9)

Table 1: The results of five 6-fold cross-validation for the ex-
perimentally acquired data. The value(uncertainty) notation
is used to express uncertainties.



(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3: (a) A sample experimentally acquired scan, the
same as in Fig. 1(b). (b) Synthetic fit to scan shown in (a).
(c) Local EBM results for the fitted synthetic triangle shown
in (b).

corresponds to the case where the triangle region is towards
the top right corner of the image, as in Figure 1(b), and is in
line with our intuition.

EBMs also gives us the ability to examine predictions for
individual images, which in our case also has a clear visual
meaning as a consequence of our approach. Figure 3(a) and
(b) show an example of a good image and its synthetic fit, re-
spectively. The fit effectively captures the structural content
of the observed triangle region. In the relative feature im-
portance plot, shown in Figure 3(c), the dominant features –
DB , Dθ, and DM – are largely associated with the strong di-
agonal component of the observed triangle, and, consequen-
tially, the model is extremely confident that this is a good
plot.

Conclusion
In this work, we demonstrate an alternative approach to vec-
torizing image data for use with EBMs that relies on gener-
ating synthetic data that best fit the experimentally acquires
scans. While the Gabor filterbank features are somewhat
more performant on this dataset, they may be less robust in
the sense that they do not comprehend the underlying struc-
ture of the data. The proposed method retains comparable
accuracy, performing only slightly worse than the Gabor fil-
terbank method, while producing features that are in strong
alignment with the human intuition about the data and can
be tied directly back to the scientific problem.

Finally, despite the ability of the synthetic triangle fitting
approach to fit the majority of scans in the dataset, it fails
in about 5 % more cases than Gabor filterbank approach. It
is reasonable to assume that the Gabor technique excels due
to its ability to represent the ridged pattern in the triangle
region which is considered an important characteristic of a
good scan. Refining the penalty function and incorporating
some of the filters from the filterbank may help remedy this
issue. Other measures of similarity may improve the meth-
ods ability to fit in the presence of artifacts, and improve
the overall visual correspondence between our synthetic and
observed triangle plots.
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