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Abstract: Ensembles of nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center spins in diamond offer a robust, precise
and accurate magnetic sensor. As their applications move beyond the laboratory, practical
considerations including size, complexity, and power consumption become important. Here, we
compare two commonly-employed NV magnetometry techniques – continuous-wave (CW) vs
pulsed magnetic resonance – in a scenario limited by total available optical power. We develop
a consistent theoretical model for the magnetic sensitivity of each protocol that incorporates
NV photophysics - in particular, including the incomplete spin polarization associated with
limited optical power; after comparing the models’ behaviour to experiments, we use them to
predict the relative DC sensitivity of CW versus pulsed operation for an optical-power-limited,
shot-noise-limited NV ensemble magnetometer. We find a ∼ 2 − 3× gain in sensitivity for pulsed
operation, which is significantly smaller than seen in power-unlimited, single-NV experiments [1].
Our results provide a resource for practical sensor development, informing protocol choice and
identifying optimal operation regimes when optical power is constrained.

1. Introduction

The nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center in diamond has become a sensor of choice for a wide range of
applications and techniques, from detection of nuclear magnetic resonance with small analyte
volumes [2, 3] to imaging magnetic textures in novel materials [4]. Its long-lived ground state
spin can be prepared and detected optically, even at room temperature, permitting detection of any
environmental variable that perturbs the spin states, including electric [5] or magnetic fields [6],
temperature [7, 8], and strain [9]. Notably, the Zeeman splitting of the NV spin sublevels has led
to widespread applications in magnetometry.

Optically detected magnetic resonance (ODMR) is the simplest modality for NV sensing of
DC or low-frequency magnetic fields. Under optical illumination, the NV polarizes preferentially
into the𝑚𝑠 = 0 sublevel of its ground state spin triplet (𝑆 = 1); resonant microwave (MW) driving
of its 𝑚𝑠 = 0 to 𝑚𝑠 = ±1 transitions induces a reduction in its fluorescence, allowing optical
detection of the spin transition frequencies, which in turn reveal the magnetic field components
along and perpendicular to the NV symmetry axis. Full vector magnetometry can be realized
by identifying transition frequencies for all four possible orientations of the NV center within
the diamond crystal lattice [10]. ODMR can be performed with continuous-wave (CW) optical
and MW excitation or in a pulsed manner, by alternating optical excitation with MW 𝜋 pulses
that flip the spin state when resonant. Despite its simplicity, ODMR remains a competitive
practical magnetometry approach, offering high dynamic range with sensitivities approaching
more sophisticated Ramsey-based techniques in some cases [1, 11], without the need for phase
estimation algorithms [12, 13].

While CW ODMR is particularly straightforward to implement, pulsed ODMR outperforms
CW ODMR by eliminating optical broadening of the spin resonances, with an order of magnitude
improvement in sensitivity observed in early single-NV studies [1]. Nevertheless, additional
considerations apply when translating these results to ensemble magnetometers, which offer
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improved sensitivity by addressing a larger sample volume. In particular, an important practical
limitation for ensemble magnetometers is the power budget, especially the optical power that
can be supplied to a small-form-factor device. At the same time, sensors designed for biological
studies may need to limit optical intensity to avoid damaging samples. Limited optical power
affects not only the fluorescence signal strength, but also the rate of optical spin polarization, and
an inhomogeneous distribution of optical power induces spatially-varying dynamics of the NV
spin polarization.

Here, we revisit the question of the sensitivity gains that can be expected from pulsed vs CW
ODMR for an ensemble magnetometer with limited optical power, operating in the optical-shot-
noise-limited regime. While recent studies have examined aspects of this comparison in different
contexts [14–16], we focus on the following question: given limited optical power but the ability
to optimize other experimental controls, how much gain can be expected upon upgrading an
ensemble magnetometer from CW to pulsed operation? We develop a consistent model of the
NV photophysics to describe both CW and pulsed protocols; after validating its behavior against
experimental data, we use the model to predict the sensitivity gain associated with pulsed ODMR
both for single NVs and for ensembles. Aside from imposing fixed optical power, we allow each
protocol to find its optimal operation point in microwave power and pulse timing, ultimately
finding that in most situations pulsed ODMR only improves the sensitivity for power-limited
ensemble magnetometry by a factor of 2 to 3. We also elucidate the optimal regimes of operation
for CW and pulsed ODMR, providing a resource for practical sensor development, particularly in
applications where the cost, weight, or energy budget imposes constraints on optical power and
device complexity.

2. Modelling ODMR signals from a single NV

The magnetic field sensitivity of each ODMR scheme is determined by the NV fluorescence
signal as the MW drive is swept in frequency across the spin resonance condition. The greater the
depth and the narrower the linewidth of the fluorescence feature, the more precisely the magnetic
field can be measured. Specifically, the sensitivity 𝜂 depends on the uncertainty in the inferred
magnetic field Δ𝐵 after measurement for duration 𝑇 according to 𝜂 = Δ𝐵

√
𝑇 . For an ODMR

signal with Lorentzian lineshape (appropriate to CW signals), probed at its point of maximum
slope, the optical-shot-noise-limited sensitivity to fields along the NV axis is

𝜂𝐶𝑊 =
2Δ𝜈

3𝑐𝛾𝑁𝑉

√︄
4
3 − 𝑐
𝐹0

, (1)

where 𝛾𝑁𝑉 = 2.8 MHz/G is the NV gyromagnetic ratio, Δ𝜈 is the FWHM linewidth (in
frequency), 𝑐 is the fluorescence contrast, and 𝐹0 is the off-resonance fluorescence rate. Similarly,
a pulsed ODMR signal with a lineshape approximated by a Gaussian would have, at its point of
maximum slope,

𝜂𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑠𝑒𝑑 =
Δ𝜈

2𝑐𝛾𝑁𝑉

√︄√
𝑒
(√
𝑒 − 𝑐

)
𝐹0
𝑎𝑣𝑔 log 4

, (2)

where 𝐹0
𝑎𝑣𝑔 is the average fluorescence rate (averaged over the total time for the pulse sequence) for

off-resonant microwaves. In the low-contrast limit, Eq. 1, 2 reduce to standard expressions [1,11].
The optical-shot-noise-limited magnetic sensitivity can thus be predicted from a model that

finds the NV fluorescence rate as a function of microwave detuning from resonance, and extracts
the off-resonant fluorescence rate, linewidth, and contrast. In this section, we consider the signals
from a single NV center, neglecting hyperfine structure for the time being (as appropriate e.g. for
magnetic fields near the excited state level anti-crossing [17]), and assuming that the external
magnetic field is sufficiently large that only one of the two magnetic-dipole-allowed transitions
(e.g. 𝑚𝑠 = 0 to 𝑚𝑠 = +1) is driven by near-resonant microwaves.



2.1. NV photophysics

We model the fluorescence of an NV center using rate equations and/or optical Bloch equations,
building on previous work ranging from simple and intuitive two-level models examining only
the driven Zeeman states [1, 18] to models incorporating the ground and excited triplet as well as
singlet states [15,19]. Importantly, we seek to use the same model (with the same parameters)
for both CW and pulsed regimes, such that we can directly compare outcomes, and we include
effects of finite spin polarization. For the room-temperature, low-optical-power scenario we
consider, we employ an effective 4-level model that offers a balance between relative simplicity
and accuracy in modeling the system dynamics.

|"!⟩
|""#⟩ |"$#⟩

|$⟩

|%!⟩
|%"#⟩ |%$#⟩

& '
& '

& '

Ω

)"#
)!

)#

*"# *!

*#

Excited 
states

Ground 
states

Fig. 1. The rate equation model used incorporates optical excitation at rate 𝑅, radiative
relaxation at rate 𝛾, relaxation into the singlets from |𝑒𝑖⟩ at rate 𝐾𝑖 , and relaxation from
the singlets into |𝑔𝑖⟩ at rate 𝐷𝑖 . Microwaves drive transitions between |𝑔0⟩ and |𝑔1⟩ at
Rabi frequency Ω. The dashed gray boxes indicate the populations considered in the
4-level model: the total population in each triplet spin projection and the total singlet
population.

We first consider evolution in the absence of MW driving. At low optical excitation powers,
ionization rates (which scale quadratically with optical power [20]) are negligible, so the relevant
states of the negatively charged NV center (see Fig. 1) comprise three ground state spin sublevels
{|𝑔0⟩, |𝑔−1⟩, |𝑔+1⟩}, three excited state spin sublevels {|𝑒0⟩, |𝑒−1⟩, |𝑒+1⟩}, and a singlet state
|𝑆⟩ (neglecting the ∼GHz relaxation between the two singlets [21]). We consider incoherent
transition rates between the states as illustrated in Fig 1 and a coherent MW drive that is near
resonance with one spin transition, e.g. 𝑚𝑠 = 0 to 𝑚𝑠 = +1. Note that we neglect intrinsic
relaxation between the spin sublevels, as it is typically much slower than all other rates in the
system for NV centers at room temperature or below [22].

To simplify the model, we assume that the ground and excited states instantaneously reach
their steady-state proportions within each spin projection, effectively neglecting any dynamics on
timescales similar to or faster than the rate of equilibration on the optical transition. Specifically,
we assume that the population in |𝑒𝑖⟩ is 𝑒𝑖 (𝑡) = 𝑅𝑔𝑖 (𝑡)/(𝛾 +𝐾𝑖), where 𝑔𝑖 (𝑡) is the instantaneous
ground state population in |𝑔𝑖⟩, 𝑅 is the spin-conserving optical excitation rate, 𝐾𝑖 is the rate
of decay out of |𝑒𝑖⟩ into |𝑆⟩, 𝛾 is the radiative relaxation rate, and 𝑖 ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. Perhaps
surprisingly, this assumption works well across a wide range of values of 𝑅: for 𝑅 ≪ 𝛾,



equilibration happens on a timescale set by 𝛾, but the dynamics of interest occur on a much longer
timescale set by 𝑅; for 𝑅 ≫ 𝛾, 𝑅 dominates the equilibration rate, while the dynamics of interest
are limited by the much slower deshelving rate 𝐷0 + 2𝐷1. In each case the ground-excited state
equilibration occurs much faster than the dynamics of interest.

We can thereby model the total population in each spin state 𝑚𝑖 (𝑡) = 𝑒𝑖 (𝑡) + 𝑔𝑖 (𝑡) via the
following rate equations:

𝑚′
𝑖
(𝑡) = −𝐾𝑖

𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾𝑖 + 𝛾
𝑚𝑖 (𝑡) + 𝐷𝑖𝑆(𝑡)

𝑆′ (𝑡) =
∑︁

𝑖∈{−1,0,1}

(
𝐾𝑖

𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾𝑖 + 𝛾
𝑚𝑖 (𝑡) − 𝐷𝑖𝑆(𝑡)

) , (3)

where 𝐷𝑖 is the rate of decay out of |𝑆⟩ into |𝑔𝑖⟩ and 𝑆(𝑡) is the instantaneous population in |𝑆⟩.
While it is possible to further simplify the model by eliminating the singlet state and combining
the 𝑚𝑠 = ±1 states, the results only approximate the full dynamics for extremely weak optical
powers such that 𝑅 ≪ 𝐷𝑖 , which is too restrictive for our desired application.

Throughout this work, we consider fixed values for the radiative and nonradiative decay rates,
given by the average values measured in reference [23]: 𝛾 = 66.50 MHz, 𝐾0 = 10.78 MHz,
𝐾−1 = 𝐾1 = 91.07 MHz, 𝐷0 = 4.835 MHz, and 𝐷−1 = 𝐷1 = 1.063 MHz.

2.2. CW ODMR

To add in coherent MW excitation on the 𝑚𝑠 = 0 ↔ 𝑚𝑠 = 1 transition, we modify the equations
of motion to include the coherence 𝜌01 of this transition [19]:

𝜌′01 (𝑡) = −(Γ2 + 𝑖𝛿)𝜌01 (𝑡) + 𝑖
Ω

2
(𝑚1 (𝑡) − 𝑚0 (𝑡))

𝑚′
1 (𝑡) = −𝑖Ω

2
(𝜌10 (𝑡) − 𝜌01 (𝑡)) + 𝐷1𝑆(𝑡) −

𝐾1𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾1 + 𝛾
𝑚1 (𝑡)

𝑚′
0 (𝑡) = 𝑖

Ω

2
(𝜌10 (𝑡) − 𝜌01 (𝑡)) + 𝐷0𝑆(𝑡) −

𝐾0𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾0 + 𝛾
𝑚0 (𝑡),

(4)

where Ω is the MW Rabi frequency (angular frequency), 𝛿 is the microwave detuning from
resonance (angular frequency), 𝜌10 = 𝜌∗01, and the equations of motion for 𝑆(𝑡) and 𝑚−1 (𝑡)
remain as they were in Eq. 3. The dephasing rate Γ2 depends both on the intrinsic dephasing
time 𝑇∗

2 of the spin and on the optically-induced dephasing rate, which we approximate as
Γ2 = 𝑅 + 2

√︁
log 2/𝑇∗

2 (this expression uses the relationship between dephasing rate and 𝑇∗
2

appropriate for quasistatic noise [24] and assumes that the spin dephases as soon as it is optically
excited). Treating intrinsic spin dephasing in this manner is an approximation, as many diamond
samples exhibit slowly-evolving magnetic noise; while convolving results with a distribution of
detunings would better approximate such noise processes, the added model complexity would
significantly reduce its utility. Thus, for the sake of simplicity, we treat the spin dephasing solely
within a white noise model. Note that these equations of motion presume that the majority of the
spin population is in the ground state, where it can be driven by near-resonant MW, corresponding
to 𝑅 ≪ 𝛾. Fortunately we will see that this is also the regime in which CW ODMR works best.

Solving the optical Bloch equations in the steady state allows us to calculate the fluorescence

rate 𝐹 (𝛿) = 𝜖𝛾∑𝑖

(
𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾𝑖 + 𝛾

)
𝑚𝑆𝑆

𝑖
+ 𝑏𝑅, where 𝜖 is the collection efficiency of the experiment,

𝑚𝑆𝑆
𝑖

are the steady-state populations of the spin sublevels, and the adjustable parameter 𝑏 accounts
for background fluorescence from other sources, which typically scales linearly with excitation
intensity. We highlight the detuning dependence, as we use 𝐹 (𝛿) to determine the linewidth Δ𝜈



(FWHM) and contrast 𝑐 of the dip in fluorescence that occurs at resonant MW driving, as well as
the off-resonant fluorescence rate 𝐹0. Substitution into Eq. 1 yields the sensitivity of the CW
ODMR protocol.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of CW model predictions to published data from ref. [1] (reprinted
with permission from Dreau et al., Phys. Rev. B 84, 195204 (2011)), showing the
sensitivity, contrast and linewidth as a function of Rabi frequency (left) and saturation
parameter (right). Legends at top apply to all figures in the column. We use the
experimentally measured 𝑇∗2 = 3μs and fit adjustable parameters of collection efficiency
𝜂 = 0.98% and background fluorescence 𝑏 = 0.0031 (81 kcts/s background at 𝑠 = 1).

To validate our model, we compare its predictions to data published in reference [1] (see
Fig. 2), examining linewidth, contrast, and sensitivity as a function of optical excitation rate.
We use the measured value of 𝑇∗

2 = 3μs, with other rate parameters as given above. To
convert from the underlying optical excitation rate 𝑅 in our model to the saturation parameter
𝑠 used experimentally, we use the background-subtracted off-resonant fluorescence rate to

extract 𝑅𝑠𝑎𝑡 =
(2𝐷1 + 𝐷0)𝐾0𝐾1 + (2𝐷1𝐾0 + 𝐷0𝐾1)𝛾

2𝐷1𝐾0 + 𝐷0𝐾1 + 𝐾0𝐾1
, with 𝑠 = 𝑅/𝑅𝑠𝑎𝑡 . This conversion is

approximate, as the model neglects ionization, which can distort the experimental saturation
curve from the theoretical shape. However for optical powers well below a saturation intensity,
the distortion of the saturation curve by ionization is minimal. Despite this issue, our model
qualitatively describes the data; although the agreement is not exact, we emphasize that this is a
fixed-parameter model, with only the collection efficiency 𝜖 and background fluorescence 𝑏 as
adjustable variables, and it accurately captures the trends observed experimentally.

Using the collection efficiency and background values that match the experimental data from
Fig. 2, we calculate the sensitivity as a function of Rabi frequency and saturation parameter
as shown in Fig. 3a. The optimal sensitivity of 1.69 μT/

√
Hz occurs for Ω = (2𝜋)0.136 MHz

and 𝑠 = 0.024. We also show a commonly-cited figure of merit, the ratio of the linewidth and

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.195204


contrast (see Fig. 3b). Because our CW model neglects intrinsic longitudinal spin relaxation
and quasistatic spin dephasing mechanisms, this ratio is minimized for vanishingly small optical
and microwave power, illustrating that the optimal operation point in Fig. 3a does not arise
from minimizing linewidth/contrast. If spin relaxation and/or quasi-static dephasing mechanisms
were added to the model, the linewidth/contrast would exhibit a minimum value at finite 𝑠 and
Ω. However, for typical parameter values, this minimum occurs at such small 𝑠 and Ω that the
qualitative conclusion remains the same: the optimal operation point observed in Fig. 3a arises
not directly from optimizing linewidth/contrast but rather from competition between minimizing
linewidth/contrast (which prefers weaker optical and MW excitation) and generating sufficient
signal 𝐹0, which requires more power.
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Fig. 3. Figures of merit for the CW protocol as a function of Rabi frequency and
saturation parameter, calculated for the same parameters as Fig. 2 (𝑇∗𝑠 = 3μs, 𝜖 = 0.98%
and 𝑏 = 0.0031). (a) Modeled sensitivity. Star indicates point of optimal sensitivity.
(b) Within the limitations of our model, the calculated linewidth/contrast exhibits no
optimal point.

2.3. Pulsed ODMR

We now seek to employ the same photophysics to model the performance of pulsed ODMR.
Pulsed ODMR alternates a MW pulse of duration 𝑡𝜋 with an optical pulse of duration 𝑡𝐿 , with a
short wait interval 𝑡𝑤 after the optical pulse and before the MW to allow for relaxation from the
singlets. Fluorescence counts are recorded during the initial time period 𝜏 of the laser pulse (any
remaining time during the laser pulse serves to repolarize the spin towards 𝑚𝑠 = 0). Typically,
this pulse sequence is repeated many times at each detuning, so we examine the fluorescence
counts observed after a large number of cycled pulses (the "pulsed steady-state"), which we cast
as a matrix diagonalization problem as described below. This approach allows us to incorporate
the effects of incomplete spin repolarization during the optical pulse.

First, we consider evolution under MW driving in the absence of optical excitation – this will
determine three parameters needed for finding the sensitivity: the MW pulse duration 𝑡𝜋 , the
linewidth Δ𝜈 and the probability that the MW pulse flipped the spin 𝑐𝜋 . Unlike in CW ODMR,
where the spin dephasing is strongly influenced by near-Markovian optical processes, for pulsed
ODMR nuclear spin noise dominates; we therefore treat the electron spin decoherence with a
quasi-static classical noise model [24]. We assume that the spin resonance frequency is constant
during each microwave pulse, but follows a Gaussian probability distribution over the course of
an experiment. For example, Rabi oscillations would be modeled by convolving the probability
of a spin flip under driving with angular Rabi frequency Ω at angular detuning 𝛿 for time 𝑡 with
a Gaussian probability distribution of angular detunings with variance Δ2 = 2/(𝑇∗

2 )
2 and zero

mean. We use the result to calculate that the pulse duration 𝑡𝜋 that maximizes the probability of



a spin flip; note that due to dephasing 𝑡𝜋 is not always equal to 𝜋/Ω.
Once 𝑡𝜋 is identified, we find the lineshape for spin resonance probed with a pulse of duration

𝑡𝜋 . Specifically, we convolve the spin-flip probability for an ideal two-level system driven by
a pulse of duration 𝑡𝜋 and detuning 𝛿 with a Gaussian distribution of detunings with mean 𝛿0
and variance Δ2 = 2/(𝑇∗

2 )
2. The resulting lineshape (as a function of angular frequency 𝛿0)

reveals the FWHM linewidth in frequency Δ𝜈 and the probability 𝑐𝜋 of a spin flip on resonance.
While we use fully numerical values in what follows, the linewidth is well approximated by

Δ𝜈 ≈
√︄

0.0646326 Ω2 + 4 log 2
𝜋2 (𝑇∗

2 )2 with Ω given as an angular frequency and Δ𝜈 as a frequency,

found by combining in quadrature the limiting values for large and small dephasing. Furthermore,
it is worth noting that both the approximate and numerically determined linewidths neglect
interplay between the MW pulse and optical pulse, which could be a fruitful avenue for future
study.

To calculate the sensitivity via Eq. 2, we still need to find the fluorescence contrast 𝑐 and the
average fluorescence rate 𝐹0

𝑎𝑣𝑔 in the the pulsed steady state, which can be determined by modeling
the photophysics of the NV center with the MW 𝜋 pulse on and off resonance. We represent
the NV center with a 4-dimensional vector of populations, p = {𝑚−1 (𝑡), 𝑚0 (𝑡), 𝑚1 (𝑡), 𝑆(𝑡)}, and
find 4-dimensional matrix representations of its evolution during each time period of the pulse
pattern. During the optical pulse, by representing Eqs. 3 as a matrix equation p′ (𝑡) = 𝚲 p(𝑡),
we can find the population evolution as p(𝑡) = 𝑒𝚲𝑡p(0). We model relaxation during the wait
time as the matrix W = lim𝑡→∞ 𝑒𝚲𝑡 with 𝑅 = 0 (we assume that the wait time is sufficiently long
to fully relax the singlets to avoid the complication of singlet relaxation during the microwave
pulse). Finally, we model the resonant MW pulse by

𝚷 =

©«

1 0 0 0

0 1 − 𝑐𝜋 𝑐𝜋 0

0 𝑐𝜋 1 − 𝑐𝜋 0

0 0 0 1

ª®®®®®®®¬
, (5)

and assume that the off-resonant MW pulse acts as the identity matrix. Over the course of a
single pulse sequence consisting of a laser pulse, wait time, and MW pulse, the populations
therefore evolve as

pfinal = 𝚷W𝑒𝚲𝑡𝐿pinitial. (6)

The pulsed steady state (defined just before the laser pulse) corresponds to the condition
pfinal = pinitial, i.e. to populations that are an eigenvector of 𝚷W𝑒𝚲𝑡𝐿 with eigenvalue 1.

We solve two eigenvalue problems, one for the eigenvector p1 corresponding to pfinal = pinitial
in by Eq. 5, and the other for p0, following the same procedure with 𝚷 replaced by the identity
matrix. From this, we can compute the on-resonance (off-resonance) fluorescence counts during
time 𝜏 by finding 𝜖𝛾 times the integrated excited state population:

𝐶1(0) = 𝜖𝛾

∫ 𝜏

0

{
𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾−1 + 𝛾
,

𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾0 + 𝛾
,

𝑅

𝑅 + 𝐾1 + 𝛾
, 0
}
.(𝑒𝚲𝑡p1(0) )𝑑𝑡.

The contrast is then given by 𝑐 = 1 − 𝐶1/𝐶0 and the off-resonant count rate is given by
𝐹0
𝑎𝑣𝑔 = 𝐶0/(𝑡𝜋 + 𝑡𝑤 + 𝑡𝐿). Combining 𝑐 and 𝐹0

𝑎𝑣𝑔 with the linewidth Δ𝜈 determined above, we
can calculate the pulsed ODMR sensitivity in Eq. 2 as a function of 𝑅 (which we convert to 𝑠 as
described above), Ω, 𝜏, and 𝑡𝐿 .

We again seek to validate our model in comparison to experimental data. Figure 4 shows how
the modelled linewidth, contrast, counts and sensitivity vary as a function of 𝑡𝜋 , as compared



to data from reference [1]. We use the same values of collection efficiency 𝜂 = 0.98% and
background 𝑏 = 0.0031 as were found from the CW data (see Fig. 2), and use the experimentally
measured or given values of 𝑇∗

2 = 3μs, 𝑠 = 1.2, 𝑡𝑤 = 1μs, 𝜏 = 300 ns, and 𝑡𝐿 = 300 ns for
our model parameters, while Ω is inferred from 𝑡𝜋 . To examine the behaviour of our model as
a function of polarization and readout time, which was not available in previously published
data sets, we performed pulsed ODMR experiments on a single NV center. Figure 5 shows the
modeled vs measured contrast, average fluorescence rate, and sensitivity as a function of pulse
parameters (see caption for details). Again, given that our model allows adjustment of only the
collection efficiency and background, we observe a reasonable level of agreement.
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Fig. 4. Model comparison to pulsed ODMR experiment for a single NV. Points are
experimental data from reference [1] (reprinted with permission from Dreau et al., Phys.
Rev. B 84, 195204 (2011)), solid lines are model predictions using fixed parameters
𝑇∗2 = 3μs 𝑠 = 1.2, 𝑡𝑤 = 1μs, 𝜏 = 300𝑛𝑠, 𝑡𝐿 = 300𝑛𝑠, 𝜖 = 0.98%, 𝑏 = 0.0031. (a)
Average fluorescence count rate 𝐹0

𝑎𝑣𝑔. (b) Linewidth Δ𝜈. (c) Contrast 𝑐. (d) Sensitivity.

Having verified that our model provides a good approximation of NV dynamics, we can use
it to explore operating regimes for pulsed-ODMR magnetometry. Because the pulsed-ODMR
sensitivity depends on the pulse parameters as well as the Rabi frequency and optical power, it
offers a richer optimization landscape than CW ODMR. In particular, we find that the optimal
pulse sequence varies significantly with the available optical power. Fig. 6 shows how the
optimal sensitivity and operating conditions vary with optical power, using 𝑇∗

2 = 3μs, 𝑡𝑤 = 1μs,
𝜂 = 0.98%, 𝑏 = 0.0031 as for the experimental data from reference [1]. Unsurprisingly, the
optimal durations for polarization 𝑡𝐿 and readout 𝜏 decrease with optical power; for low optical
power they are equal to each other, as the benefit of extending 𝑡𝐿 to obtain slightly increased spin
polarization is outweighed by the increase in time required to achieve it. 𝜏 = 𝜏𝐿 is also optimal at
high power, matching the regime chosen experimentally in reference [1]. While the bifurcation
in optimal pulse timings at moderate optical powers may appear surprising, the benefit of having
𝜏 ≠ 𝜏𝐿 is minimal (here it improves the sensitivity by at most 7 nT/

√
𝐻𝑧). This result points to

the possibility of simplifying a device by accumulating photon counts without gating detectors.
The optimal 𝜋 pulse duration also decreases as the optical power increases; this behaviour

arises from two effects: (1) the dependence of the sensitivity on the duration of the pulse pattern
𝜂 ∝

√
𝑇 and (2) the dependence of the spin state preparation (in the pulsed steady state) on the

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.195204
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.195204
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Fig. 5. Dependence on polarization and readout time. Left-hand column shows
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fluorescence rate. (e)-(f) Sensitivity.

MW spin flip probability. The first mechanism is straightforward: at high optical powers, 𝑡𝜋
represents the majority of 𝑇 , so reducing 𝑡𝜋 directly benefits the sensitivity, whereas at low
optical powers 𝑇 is dominated by 𝑇𝐿 , and reductions in 𝑡𝜋 have minimal effect. The second
mechanism is more subtle: because we are examining the pulsed steady state, the spin state
preparation fidelity depends on both the probability that the optical pulse repolarizes the spin and
the probability that the MW pulse flips it. As an extreme example, with no MW pulse, the pulsed
steady state is completely polarized, whereas with a MW spin flip, the state preparation will be
imperfect if the optical pulse cannot fully repolarize the spin. As a result, for low optical powers
where optical polarization is incomplete, the initial spin state preparation is better when the MW
pulse is less effective, giving a slight benefit to longer 𝑡𝜋 values. These two mechanisms have the
same tendency to promote longer 𝑡𝜋 times for lower optical powers, leading to the observed trend.
With these optimized parameters, the sensitivity decreases with optical power, approximately
following a 𝑠1/4 power law.

Overall, using a consistent model for both protocols, the sensitivity obtained for pulsed ODMR
is better than for CW ODMR (see Fig. 6a). However, it is worth noting that if we constrain
the optical power for pulsed ODMR to be equal to the optimal power for CW ODMR, the
improvement is substantially reduced: at the optimal CW ODMR saturation parameter 𝑠 = 0.024,
optimized pulsed ODMR yields a sensitivity of 802 nT/

√
Hz, only 2.11 times better than the

optimal CW ODMR sensitivity.
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yields optimal sensitivity (note that Ω and 𝑇∗2 determine 𝑡𝜋 ). (c) Polarization time 𝑡𝐿
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3. Ensemble ODMR

With an understanding of how pulsed and CW ODMR of a single NV center behave as a function
of optical power, we can extend our model to ensembles of NV centers, examining magnetometer
sensitivity when the total optical power is constrained.

For an ensemble magnetometer, there is typically a distribution of optical intensities across
the sample. We assume an optical excitation beam with fixed total power and a spatial mode
approximated by a cylindrical Gaussian intensity profile with variable waist 𝜎 (1/𝑒2 intensity); we
also assume a spatially varying collection efficiency for the emitted fluorescence with the same
cylindrical Gaussian shape and a maximum value of 1%. In our model, this beam illuminates a
diamond similar to varieties available commercially off the shelf, with a NV concentration of
300 ppb, 𝑇∗

2 = 1μs, and a thickness of 500 μm. We convert the excitation beam intensity to a
distribution of saturation parameters using a saturation intensity of 1.1 mW/μm2 [25]. Using
the models developed above, we integrate the total fluorescence from a uniform distribution of
NVs throughout the volume (with the integration truncated at a radius of 10 𝜎 for efficiency);
we assume that only one quarter of the NVs are resonant with the MW drive, while the other
three quarters correspond to orientations that are always off-resonant with the MW drive, and
fluoresce at the same off-resonant rate (neglecting any decrease in fluorescence arising from
off-axis magnetic fields). Additionally, we assume the polarization of the excitation light excites



all 4 orientations equally, reducing the saturation parameter 𝑠 by a factor of 2/3 for all orientations.
Since we are most interested in the optical power limitations, we assume a homogeneous Rabi
frequency, though in practice this consideration may limit available sample volume. Ultimately,
the integrated fluorescence signal allows us to extract the contrast, linewidth, and off-resonant
count rate needed to estimate the sensitivity.

Figure 7 shows the CW and pulsed ODMR sensitivity as a function of total optical power, for
beam waists ranging from 10 to 200 μm. Both schemes prefer the largest beam waist attainable,
due to the saturable nature of the NV transition: a greater fluorescence signal can be obtained by
spreading the excitation power over a larger number of NV centers. Even for CW ODMR, where
one might anticipate a preferred beam waist related to the optimal single-NV intensity, lower
optical intensity is preferred: because a decrease in optical intensity occurs in conjunction with
an increase in beam area, both the linewidth-to-contrast ratio and (unlike for a single NV) the
total fluorescence signal improve as the beam waist increases. In practice, however, the sample
size will be limited by Rabi frequency homogeneity and diamond dimensions, so we limit our
analysis to beam waists of 200μm or less.

In Fig. 7a, the minimum CW ODMR sensitivity closely follows a 𝑠−1/2 power law, which
further indicates that the improvement in sensitivity can be largely attributed to increases in the
fluorescence count rate. Nevertheless, for each beam waist there is an optimal power, above
which optical spin dephasing overwhelms increased fluorescence, thereby worsening sensitivity.
In contrast, the pulsed ODMR sensitivity improves slightly less with optical power (see Fig. 7b),
but does not exhibit an optimal power. Ultimately, as shown in Fig. 7c, for larger beam waists
where CW works well, pulsed ODMR only improves the sensitivity by a factor of 2 to 3.

It is worth noting that the values of sensitivity we obtain may be significantly different from
those observed in experiment, for several reasons: thus far, we have not included any non-NV
background fluorescence in the model, which is often significant for ensemble samples; we have
neglected intrinsic spin relaxation and quasistatic dephasing in CW ODMR; we have neglected
the interplay between MW and optical pulses in deter- mining linewidth; we have assumed
perfect homogeneity in the MW drive; we have neglected strain inhomogeneity; we have made
a choice for the overall collection efficiency that may not apply to a given experiment. The
largest of these effects are likely background fluorescence and collection efficiency. Since the
collection efficiency is a prefactor in the sensitivity, it affects the two protocols in a similar manner.
Moreover, when we add in a background that increases linearly with optical power, we find that
the CW and pulsed sensitivities are also impacted similarly. To illustrate this effect, in Fig. 8 we
consider the same diamond (𝑇∗

2 = 1μs, density = 300ppb) illuminated by 100 mW optical power
focused to a waist of 100 μm with an additional background fluorescence rate 𝛼𝑅. For each value
of 𝛼 we find the CW and pulsed sensitivity at their respective optimal parameters (Rabi frequency
and pulse timings). As 𝛼 increases, their ratio changes little; for a background fluorescence equal
to the NV fluorescence, the ratio changes by only 0.3% relative to no background.

4. Hyperfine structure

A final important consideration is the hyperfine structure of the NV center. Up to this point,
our models have assumed that only a single transition is driven by microwave excitation. In
most circumstances, however (away from ground- or excited-state level anticrossings), the
𝑚𝑠 = 0 to 𝑚𝑠 = 1 transition exhibits a triplet structure owing to hyperfine interactions with the
(predominately) 𝐼 = 1 14N nuclear spin. As long as the linewidth of the transition is significantly
less than the hyperfine splitting (approximately 𝐴 = 2.16 MHz [26]), the three transitions can
be treated independently and the above analysis remains appropriate if we reduce the contrast
inserted into Eq. 1-2 by a factor of 3. (It is tempting to infer that reducing the contrast by a
factor of 3 worsens the sensitivity by the same factor of 3, but this only holds in the limit of low
contrast; in general the impact on the sensitivity is greater due to the role that contrast plays in
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determining the shot noise at the magnetometer operation point.) When the hyperfine lines start
to overlap, however, additional considerations arise. While a detailed investigation of the impact
and mitigation of hyperfine structure is beyond the scope of this work, we can elucidate two
qualitative features.

Firstly, when driven by a single microwave tone, the overlap of the three lines tends to improve
the sensitivity relative to what would be expected from a reduction in contrast by a factor of 3.



Figure 9a shows the ratio of the sensitivity obtained from the superposition of three lines to what
would be predicted from a threefold reduction in contrast, showing a reduction (i.e. improvement)
relative to the naive expectation. This improvement arises from two effects: as illustrated in
the insert to Fig. 9a, there is an increase in the slope for three superposed lines relative to one,
and also a reduction in the fluorescence rate (and thus shot noise), both of which improve the
sensitivity. The line overlap and thus the sensitivity improvement is larger for Lorentzian than
Gaussian lineshapes. Furthermore, the ensemble models explored in the previous section exhibit
optimal CW linewidths that generally exceed the optimal pulsed linewidth. Figure 9b illustrates
optimal linewidths extracted from single-transition ensemble models with 𝑇∗

2 = 1μs, density =
300 ppb, and beam waist = 100 μm (as for Fig. 7). While slightly different optimal operating
conditions (likely with higher Rabi frequencies) will materialize when hyperfine effects are
included, the larger CW linewidths seen in single-transition models suggest that the CW protocol
will benefit slightly more from the overlap of hyperfine lines than the pulsed protocol. It is also
likely that the optimal operating point for both protocols will shift to higher Rabi frequencies
when hyperfine effects are included.

Secondly, to mitigate the loss of sensitivity due to hyperfine structure, many experiments
drive the spin transitions by three microwave tones equally spaced in frequency by the hyperfine
splitting [27–29]. The mitigation is only perfect in the limit of narrow lines and low Rabi
frequency, such that each transition is only significantly impacted by one of the microwave
tones at a time. In CW protocols, the MW Rabi frequency must compete with optical spin
repolarization, and they therefore typically operate at slightly higher Rabi frequencies and larger
linewidths. Consequently, pulsed protocols exhibiting narrower lines and utilizing lower Rabi
frequencies are likely to benefit slightly more from the use of triple-tone excitation.

5. Conclusion and outlook

As NV magnetometry starts to be used in applications beyond the laboratory, practical considera-
tions of sensor complexity, size, ease of use, power, and cost become important, restricting the
choice of magnetometry protocols. Using a simple model of NV photophysics, we investigated
the benefits of an increase in complexity – moving from CW to pulsed ODMR operation – for an
ensemble device with limited optical power resources. Our results indicate a smaller benefit than
might be expected from single-NV, power-unlimited experiments, illustrating the importance of
considering practical constraints when comparing protocols.

Beyond the results presented here, the four-level model we employ offers the opportunity
to explore optimal operation regimes for other magnetometry techniques with limited optical
power. For example, the approach taken for pulsed ODMR could be extended by replacing
the 𝜋 pulse evolution with a Ramsey or dynamical decoupling sequence. By inserting the spin
evolution within a photophysical model, one can include the trade-off between greater readout
signal and spin polarization versus increased preparation and measurement time in the protocol
optimization.

There are also opportunities for further refinements of our model. Some of our approximations
and assumptions could be revisited, for example by examining the impact of intrinsic spin
relaxation, which could become important in very noisy environments and/or extremely low
optical intensity, or by looking into the impact of the interplay between MW and optical pulses
on ODMR linewidth. The ensemble collection efficiency could be adapted to other experimental
modalities, e.g. side-collection [30] or parabolic concentrators [31]. A more quantitative
analysis of hyperfine structure and triple-tone excitation would add corrections to our sensitivity
comparison, and might identify slightly different optimal Rabi frequencies for operation. One
could also model MW inhomogeneity to examine optimal sensing volumes. In the long run, the
ability to include imperfect spin polarization and readout in modeling of power-limited devices
may help to bring NV center magnetometry to a wider set of practical applications.
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