
Event-Based Imaging of Levitated Microparticles
Yugang Ren,1, 2 Enrique Benedetto,1, 2 Harry Borrill,2 Yelizaveta Savchuk,2 Molly Message,2 Katie O’Flynn,2
Muddassar Rashid,2 and James Millen2, 3
1)Joint first authors
2)Department of Physics, King’s College London, Strand, London, WC2R 2LS, UK.
3)London Centre for Nanotechnology, Department of Physics, King’s College London, Strand, London, WC2R 2LS,
UK.

(*Electronic mail: james.millen@kcl.ac.uk)

ABSTRACT
Event-based imaging is a neuromorphic detection technique whereby an array of pixels detects a positive or negative
change in light intensity at each pixel, and is hence particularly well suited to detecting motion. As compared to
standard camera technology, an event-based camera reduces redundancy by not detecting regions of the image where
there is no motion, allowing increased frame-rates without compromising on field-of-view. Here, we apply event-based
imaging to detect the motion of a microparticle levitated under vacuum conditions, which greatly facilitates the study
of nanothermodynamics and enables the independent detection and control of arrays of many particles.

When unravelling the underlying physics of particles in-
teracting with external forces, or of interacting multi-particle
systems, object tracking is key. One must consider a range
of detection metrics such as field-of-view, resolution, latency,
sensitivity, bandwidth, signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and the
ability to detect multiple objects.

In this work, we consider tracking the motion of micropar-
ticles levitated under vacuum conditions by optical, electrical
or magnetic fields1,2. Such systems are of interest for stud-
ies of fundamental quantum science3, nano-thermodynamics4

and advanced sensing5,6.
When working with particles optically trapped in liquid,

it is sufficient to use standard CMOS or CCD cameras to
track their motion, since the viscous damping provided by
the liquid reduces dynamical timescales to a level suitable for
camera frame-rates. However, once objects are levitated in
vacuum, their motion is underdamped and faster tracking is
required7. Although this is possible at the 100 kHz level with
high-speed CMOS cameras8, this requires significant reduc-
tion in the sensor resolution. Hence, particle tracking is usu-
ally performed using photodiodes, balanced photodetectors or
quadrant photodetectors. Whilst these devices are fast, even
tracking at GHz rates9,10, they have limited field-of-view, re-
stricting tracking to scales not much larger than the optical
wavelength. This can limit studies of nanothermodynamics or
nonlinear motion where particles may explore large regions of
space3.

Additionally, a key technique when working with levitated
objects is the application of real-time feedback onto their mo-
tion. This has enabled cooling to the quantum ground state
of a harmonic potential11, but more generally is essential for
stabilization under vacuum conditions. Balanced photodetec-
tors are the standard tool to realise real-time feedback12, al-
though recent work employing powerful graphics cards with a
limited number of pixels13 or on-board microprocessors14 has
enabled feedback control of sub-500 Hz oscillators via CMOS
camera detection. We also note that cameras have excellent
SNR and allow super-resolution detection13, allowing one to
minimize the amount of light required to detect levitated par-
ticles avoiding absorption15 and photon recoil heating16.

Finally, the prospect of levitating systems of multiple in-
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FIG. 1. (a) Left image is taken with a conventional CMOS camera,
right image is taken by a camera using event-based imaging (EBI).
The black and blue pixels in the image correspond to negative / pos-
itive changes in light intensity, respectively. (b) Information pipeline
from the point of data capture in an event-based camera (EBC).

teracting particles has emerged2, for distributed sensing17 or
generation of entanglement18. Single photodetectors can only
track single particles, whereas cameras are well suited to
multi-particle detection.

Conventional, CMOS/CCD based cameras work using a
specified region of interest (ROI) or the whole pixel array to
capture light from a scene. An alternative approach is that of
event-based imaging (EBI), where pixels work independently
of each other, triggering only when the change in light inten-
sity is above a preset threshold19. This enables a dynamic
ROI, thus enabling decreased informational load compared to
conventional cameras.
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In this paper, we apply EBI for detecting the motion of mi-
croparticles levitated in vacuum. This imaging technique of-
fers the potential for tracking single and multiple objects with
high bandwidth, whilst an integrated tracking algorithm pro-
vides the real-time position of each object for use in feedback
for state control.

Conventional cameras, such as CMOS/CCD, capture con-
tinuous movement as a sequence of still images (frames)
formed from every pixel of the sensor. As a result, stationary
elements are unnecessarily replicated, while moving elements
are under-sampled20.

EBI provides an approach to image acquisition by only cap-
turing changes in images through the detection of modifica-
tions in light intensity on each pixel19. Pixels in these neuro-
morphic sensors (sensors that try to mimic the neural structure
of the brain) are completely independent. Each one of them
contains a contrast detector (CD) that continuously tracks
photocurrents. When the variation of a photocurrent crosses
a threshold, the CD triggers a contrast detection event, which
represents a relative increase (positive) or decrease (negative)
in light intensity. It then initiates the measurement of a new
value, as outlined in fig. 1(b). Pixels which do not observe
changes in light intensities that exceed the threshold do not
produce output.

This can be seen in fig. 1(a) where two images obtained
with different cameras are shown. The event-based image
consists of only three colours: white pixels indicate no change
in light intensity across the threshold; blue and black pix-
els represent positive and negative changes in light intensity
across the threshold, respectively. Only the blue and black
pixels are transmitted as data. By comparing both sets of im-
ages in fig. 1(a), it is clear that the amount of data transferred
is suppressed with EBI.

In conventional cameras the bandwidth of the communica-
tion link is usually a constraint whenever higher acquisition
rates are needed to track rapid movement. This leads users to
reduce the ROI of the sensor to decrease the amount of data
per frame13. Due to the suppression of data redundancy, and
the fact that EBI sensors have an effective pixel depth of 1-bit
(an event is either detected or not), the data volume transmit-
ted is considerably reduced, allowing acquisition rates over
1 GHz19.

Figure 1(b) shows the detailed process of object tracking
based on EBI. In an event-based camera (EBC), the EBI sen-
sor is packaged with hardware which performs object track-
ing, such that the output of the EBC lists the position of each
detected object as a function of time. All of the input informa-
tion related to the camera sensor is read, and in the setup pe-
riod camera sensor parameters are tuned. An event producer,
which is contained in the event buffer, is used to generate a
stream of events. For each stream of events, a noise filter is
applied to pick up events in the neighboring 8 pixels during a
certain time. A trail filter then accepts an event if the last event
is detected at the same position within an accumulation time.
All of the data collected by the sensor pixels generates a frame
and a proprietary generic tracking algorithm (GTA) analyzes
these frames to extract detected objects and associate data to
previous frames. The deployed tracking algorithm limits the
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FIG. 2. (a) Time domain motion of one degree-of-freedom of a lev-
itated microparticle, obtained via the GTA of an EBC (blue) and via
a QPD (red). (b) Corresponding PSDs, illustrating the varying noise
characteristics of the two detection methods.

effective frame-rate of the EBC as compared to the read-out
rate of the EBI sensor. When the detected object is recog-
nized, there is a trigger in callback and the motional informa-
tion of detected particle is obtained from output.

Detection based on object tracking (rather than, for exam-
ple, measuring the intensity of light) has been shown to allow
sub-pixel resolution and low noise13. The dynamic range of
the EBI sensor used in this study21 is 120 dB, which is high
compared to standard CMOS / CCD (∼ 70dB) or EMCCD
(∼ 100dB) sensors. It is hard to quantify the effect of shot
noise or dark counts on the GTA, and hence make a direct
comparison to photodiode-based tracking.

We use an EBC22 to track the motion of levitated micro-
spheres. Charged silica microspheres of diameter 5 µm and
charge Q are levitated in partial vacuum using a Paul trap,
made with four 3mm-diameter rods and two 1mm-diameter
endcap rods (not shown, aligned axially along the centre of
the structure), as illustrated in fig. 3(a). The microsphere
is trapped using an oscillating electric field with frequency
ΩRF = 2π × 800 rad s−1 and amplitude VRF = 750 V. The
two endcap electrodes are held at -4V DC. The particles are
loaded into the Paul trap using laser-induced acoustic desorp-
tion (LIAD)23,24 at a pressure of 2×10−2 mbar.

An illumination laser (532 nm) is focused onto the trapped
particle, with a beam waist of ∼ 80 µm. The scattered light is
collected by a microscope (16× magnification) and directed
onto the EBC for motion detection. In fig. 3(b) we present
the SNR at the motional frequency of the particle as recorded
by the EBC, as we vary the power of the illumination laser
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FIG. 3. (a) Schematic overview of experimental setup. Silica microspheres are levitated in a Paul trap, illuminated by a laser, and the scattered
light is imaged onto an EBC or QPD. (b) EBC SNR at the motional frequency of the levitated microparticle, as a function of the maximal
scattered laser power reaching the detector. (c) Average position of a levitated microparticle in response to a potential difference across the
endcap electrodes. It is evident that the response of the EBC (blue) is linear across the full range of motion, whereas the QPD (red) responds
non-linearly at large displacements. (d) Position probability histogram for the motion of a levitated microparticle, recorded by the EBC (blue)
and QPD (red), where it is evident that the QPD cannot pick up large displacements.

(see Supplementary Information IV). We estimate the maxi-
mal scattered power reaching the EBC sensor, illustrating the
excellent sensitivity of the detector.

Figure 2(a) shows the output from the EBC compared to the
output of a quadrant photodiode (QPD)25, when tracking the
oscillatory motion of a microparticle using identical imaging
systems. The GTA acts like an effective filter, removing high-
frequency noise. Figure 2(b) shows the corresponding derived
power spectral densities (PSDs) of the particle motion. Like
all balanced detection methods, the QPD minimizes 1/ f noise
at low frequencies, whereas the EBC has lower-noise perfor-
mance at higher frequencies.

Regardless of the detection method used, the detector has
to be calibrated. The motion of the particle is calibrated by
applying a known potential difference ∆U across the endcap
electrodes, causing the particle to move in the z-direction. The
particle oscillates at the centre of the trap when ∆U = 0 V. If
the voltage of one of the endcaps is modified from U0→U1,
the resulting voltage difference ∆U = U1−U0 exerts a force
on the particle ~F = Fzẑ, where ẑ denotes a unit vector along
the z-axis, determined by:

Fz =
Q ∆U

d
, (1)

where d is the distance between the endcap electrodes. We
confirm this analytic model for our specific trap geometry in
Supplementary Information II. Since the Paul trap provides
a harmonic pseudo-potential, the particle also experiences a

linear restoring force:

Fz =−k 〈z〉 , (2)

where k is the trap stiffness and 〈z〉 is the average position of
the particle (assuming 〈z〉= 0 when ∆U = 0).

Noting that the measured 〈zm〉 is in volts for the QPD, and
pixels for the EBC, and related to the true value of 〈z〉 through
a conversion factor γ , with units V/m and pixels/m, respec-
tively, we can equate these two equations. Considering fur-
ther that k = mω2

z for a harmonic oscillator of mass m and
oscillation frequency ωz, then:

〈zm〉=−γ
Q
m

∆U
dω2

z
. (3)

By measuring the mean displacement of the particle as ∆U
is varied, we can determine the conversion factor γ for each
detector. The oscillation frequency ωz can be obtained from
the power spectral density (fig. 2(b)) and Q/m obtained by
solving the Mathieu equations (see Supplementary Informa-
tion I). In our system we typically trap particles of charge
Q = 2×104 e.

The calibrated particle position as a response to a poten-
tial difference can be seen in fig. 3(c). It is apparent that as
|∆U | becomes large, the response of the QPD becomes non-
linear, whereas eqn. (3) predicts a linear response. This can
be somewhat mitigated through a nonlinear calibration (see
Supplementary Information II), but limits the field-of-view of
the QPD. On the other hand, the EBC has a linear response
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to the particle displacement across the full range. Figure 3(d)
shows a histogram of the equilibrium motion of the trapped
particle, again showing that large displacements are missing
when using the QPD. Hence, we can track both small (i.e. the
oscillatory motion) and large displacements using EBI.

Levitated particles provide an ideal system for probing
stochastic thermodynamics4. This is in part due to the char-
acteristic energy of the system being comparable to that of
thermal fluctuations of the bath, which enable levitated sys-
tems to be highly sensitive to surrounding fluctuations. The
coupling to the bath is characterized by the ratio of its os-
cillation frequency ωz to its momentum damping rate Γ,
yielding overdamped (Γ� ωz) and underdamped (Γ� ωz)
regimes. In the overdamped regime, trapped particles have
been used for studying heat engines26, non-thermal baths27,
and for testing Landauer’s principle28. In the underdamped
regime, the studies in stochastic thermodynamics have been
extended to observing Kramer’s turnover29, studying non-
equilibrium Landauer’s principle30 and testing fluctuation-
dissipation theorems31.

Often when such systems exhibit non-equilibrium dynam-
ics, they go beyond the linear detection regime of photodiode-
based detection systems, and CMOS cameras would need a
large ROI to capture the dynamics, at the expense of band-
width.

EBI employs a dynamic ROI, based on only triggered pix-
els. To characterise the capability of EBI, and the GTA of the
EBC, we cause random jumps in the particles’ position with
varying time intervals, τ (see Supplementary Information III).
These random jumps, as seen in fig. 4(a), are driven by volt-
age changes applied to the endcap electrodes which follow
telegraph noise statistics (see Supplementary Information III)
distributed about a mean waiting time τ̄ . For fast switching
times relative to the gas damping rate Γ0, the position prob-
ability distribution of the particle is Gaussian, and for slow
switching times it is bimodal, as shown in fig. 4(b). Com-
paring to fig. 3(c), the particle’s motion would go deep into
the nonlinear range of the QPD. However, the EBC has no
such limitation, and position shifts greater than 100 µm are
tracked, without compromising on position sensitivity, which
is approximately 30nm Hz−1/2 in this work for both devices,
as can be extracted from fig. 2(b). For the QPD to track such a
range of motion, one would have to use a lower magnification
imaging system, with a corresponding reduction in position
sensitivity.

The factor limiting the bandwidth of our EBC is the GTA.
For shifts in position that are in quick succession and large
in displacement, the GTA lags behind or misses consecutive
shifts. This is illustrated in fig. 4(a), where the GTA of the
EBC faithfully tracks the particle position when τ̄ > 1s. For
shorter mean waiting times, τ̄ < 500ms the GTA struggles to
track the jumps, as evidenced by apparent spikes in the time
domain signal. The GTA doesn’t represent a true bandwidth
limit to EBI and advantageously, as shown in fig. 4(b), our
EBC can simultaneously track large displacements and the
smaller oscillations of the particle about its equilibrium po-
sition.

We extend our study to multi-particle tracking using EBI.
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FIG. 4. (a) Particle motion, as tracked by an EBC, when the par-
ticle is driven to make large jumps in position. Different coloured
lines indicate different jump time-constants τ . (b) Position proba-
bility distributions for different jump time-constants. As predicted,
when τ = 1× 10−4s, the distribution is Gaussian, and for slower
jump time-constants the distribution is bimodal.

The ability to track arrays of particles would enable the study
of quantum correlations32–35, non-hermitian systems36, and
the detection of dark matter6,37, vacuum friction38 and differ-
ential force-sensing18. To date, few have experimentally ex-
plored multi-particle physics, with only two particles trapped
to demonstrate state-swapping and sympathetic cooling39,
dipole-dipole40,41 and coulomb-coulomb42 interactions, and
cold damping and state control43.

Motional detection of individual particles in a multiple par-
ticle trap is a non-trivial problem. A single focused light
beam can carry motional information of two particles44, or
an additional beam can be added for detection of the second
particle40. Going beyond two particles in this way would re-
quire a complex and non-scalable optical setup. Within the
context of optical tweezers, there are numerous approaches
most suited to tracking multiple particles, using high-speed
cameras45 and multiple-beams in conjunction with a QPD46,
but these detection methods face the same limitations outlined
earlier in this paper.

Figure 5(a) shows an image of two microspheres of 5 µm
diameter trapped in a Paul trap, captured on our EBC. The
image shows the bounding boxes which the GTA uses to track
the two-dimensional position of the particles, labelled "986"
and "987".

The levitated microspheres are tracked and their mo-
tional information separately reconstructed in fig. 5(c). We
observe oscillation frequencies of both particles indepen-
dently. For particle ID 986, the motional frequencies are
{ω986

x = 2π × 68rad s−1, ω986
y = 2π × 114rad s−1, ω986

z =

2π × 108rad s−1}, whilst particle ID 987 has frequencies
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FIG. 5. (a) EBC image of two microspheres of 5 µm diameter
trapped in a Paul trap. The image shows the bounding boxes which
the GTA uses to track the two-dimensional position of the particles,
labelled "986" and "987". (b) EBC image illustrating tracking of five
particles. (c) PSDs reconstructed from the output of the GTA for the
particles in (a).

{ω987
x = 2π × 20rad s−1, ω987

y = 2π × 122rad s−1, ω987
z =

2π × 184rad s−1}. We observe all three centre-of-mass
degrees-of-freedom due to imperfect alignment between the
coordinate axis of the Paul trap and our imaging system. The
additional frequency components in the spectrum for ID 987
could be other degrees-of-freedom (e.g. librational) or evi-
dence of multi-particle collective modes, but that is beyond
the scope of this study.

The EBC is not limited to tracking two particles, and in
fig. 5(b) we show that the GTA has identified 5 separate parti-
cles. Due to varying Q/m, each particle has different resonant
motional frequencies, and hence it is possible to individually
excite them. We believe this opens the door to the study of a
wide range of non-equilibrium phenomena.

In conclusion, we have shown that EBI is an interesting
alternative to conventional detection schemes used for track-
ing levitated particles. The key enabling feature of EBI is the
low data transfer, which enables EBC to track multiple ob-
jects at higher speeds than conventional cameras, and when
combined with natural low pixel latencies19 will allow the ex-
perimenter to implement real-time feedback for state control.
In this study, the bandwidth of tracking is limited to 1 kHz
by the very general and proprietary GTA employed. The un-
derlying dynamics of our system are well known, therefore
a more precise filter, like an asynchronous Kalman filter47,48

in which we can input the expected equation of motion, will

enable faster and more accurate tracking.
As compared to photodiode-based detection schemes,

EBCs feature a dynamic ROI, enabling tracking over a wide
field-of-view, with particular application in the study of non-
equilibrium physics. We have demonstrated tracking over 100
micrometres whist retaining 30 nm Hz−1/2 resolution. Finally,
we have introduced an imaging technique suitable for fast
tracking of a large number of particles, reaching MHz rates
with the application of tailored particle tracking algorithms.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Supplementary Material is provided for detailed informa-
tion about how to solve charge-mass ratio, conduct nonlinear
calibration of QPD, generate random jumps and obtain
signal-to-noise ratio.
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to start this project. This research has been supported by
the European Research Council (ERC) under the European
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
(Grant Agreement Nos. 803277 & 957463) and by EPSRC
New Investigator Award EP/S004777/1.

I. CALIBRATION: SOLVING FOR Q/m

Considering that our system follows a Mathieu equation of
motion then the frequency of the different degrees-of-freedom
can be written as,

ωi ∼=
1
2

ΩRF

√
ai +

1
2

q2
i , (S4)

where ωi the harmonic oscillation frequency, ΩRF is the driv-
ing RF frequency, and ai, qi with i = {x,y,z} are known as the
stability parameters49.

Using the stability parameters we can write a general state-
ment for all three axis:

ω
2
i = q2

m

(
V 2

RF

2Ω2
RF r4 α

2
i

)
+qm

(
2U
d2

)
βi, (S5)

where we qm = Q/M is the charge-mass ratio, VRF is the RF
voltage amplitude, U is the DC voltage at the endcaps, r is
the distance between RF electrodes from the centre of the trap
and d is the distance between the endcap electrodes. The vari-
ables αi and βi are geometric factors that are obtained through
SIMION numerical simulation of the Paul trap used in the ex-
periments (see Table S1) for each axis. The Q/m ratio can
then be obtained by solving for qm.

II. CALIBRATION: NONLINEAR CALIBRATION WITH
THE QPD

To calibrate the system and obtain a conversion function
we apply an electric force, Fz to the particle via a potential
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TABLE S1. Geometric factors obtained from SIMION numerical
simulation of our Paul Trap.

x y z
α 2.32 3.74 6.37
β -0.090 -0.090 -0.198
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FIG. S6. (a) Paul trap geometry in SIMION simulation environment
which is set with the same size of experimental setup. (b) The mean
position variations of the trapped particle with different voltage dif-
ferences of two endcap rods, where a clear linear relationship can be
seen.

difference ∆U across the endcap electrodes:

Fz =
Q∆U

d
, (S6)

where d is the spacing between the endcap electrodes, which
is equal to spring force experienced in the trap: mω2

z 〈z〉.
When equated with the above equation we get a theoretical
value for positional shift in metres for an applied voltage dif-
ference ∆U :

〈z〉= Q
m

∆U
ω2

z d
, (S7)

To further verify eqn. S7, simulations based on SIMION are
conducted. Figure S6(a) shows a trap geometry in the simu-
lation environment which is with the same size as our exper-
imental system. Figure S6(b) shows that when the voltage of
one endcap is tuned by -0.5V to 0.5V, related mean positions
of the trapped particle linearly changes, verifiying the analyt-
ical expression used in the manuscript

The quadrant photodetector (QPD) has a nonlinear re-
sponse to the movement of an image if the image deviates

-6 -4 -2 0 2 4

10-5

2.7

2.8

2.9

3

3.1
10-3

Data
fit

FIG. S7. Error function fitted to the measured mean position in
volts, 〈xV 〉 of the particle when a potential difference ∆U is applied
across the endcaps. The measured position 〈xV 〉 is converted to the
actual position 〈xm〉 = qV

mω2d . The inverse of the error function then
converts Volts into metres

too far from the centre, i.e. if the particle moves too far from
the centre of the trap. We can fit an error function to the mean
measured position of the particle (recorded in Volts, 〈xV 〉),
with the expected actual position 〈xm〉 based on the amount of
applied potential difference, eqn. S7.

〈xV 〉= a+b∗ erf(
〈xm〉m− c

d
), (S8)

where (a,b,c,g) are fitting constants obtained by fitting the
above equation to the data as shown in fig. S7. The inverse
of this error function then enables us to convert the positional
information in volts 〈xV 〉 to metres 〈xm〉.

〈xm〉= gerf−1
(
〈xV〉−a

b

)
+ c. (S9)

This enables us to extend the detection range of the QPD
by a few microns, but not by the tens of microns offered by
the event-based camera.

III. GENERATING RANDOM JUMPS

Random jumps in position of the particle are implemented
by applying telegraph noise statistics to the particle. To
achieve this, we generate random numbers normally dis-
tributed, which then are multiplied by a mean waiting time
τ̄ . The waiting time is used to delay a voltage applied to the
particle ±Vtel via the endcap electrodes. This applied volt-
age is experienced by the trapped particle as an electric force,
±ηtel =

Q
mVtel/(d). In this work, Vtel =±1V.

This applied force has noise statistics governed by:

〈ηtηt〉= η
2
tele

(−2|t−t ′|/τ). (S10)
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IV. DETECTION SIGNAL-TO-NOISE RATIO (SNR)

We measure the SNR of the EBC at the resonant frequency
of the particle motion fz. To do this, we fit the following
model to the noise floor of the detector, by analysing its power
spectral density (PSD):

Noise( f ) = log10(
a0

f
+

b0

f 2 ), (S11)

where a0,b0 are fitting constants. We found that both terms
were required to get a good fit. We fit the PSD of the particle
motion with a standard model4, with the above noise model
added:

Signal( f ) = log10(
ac

(b2− f 2)2 +(c f )2 +
a0

f
+

b0

f 2 ), (S12)

where a,b,c are fitting constants.Therefore, the SNR at the
motional frequency is obtained via SNR( fz) = Signal( fz)−
Noise( fz).
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