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Recent years have seen significant growth of quantum technologies, and specifically quantum
sensing, both in terms of the capabilities of advanced platforms and their applications. One of
the leading platforms in this context is nitrogen-vacancy (NV) color centers in diamond, providing
versatile, high-sensitivity, and high-resolution magnetic sensing. Nevertheless, current schemes for
spin resonance magnetic sensing (as applied by NV quantum sensing) suffer from tradeoffs associated
with sensitivity, dynamic range, and bandwidth. Here we address this issue, and implement machine
learning tools to enhance NV magnetic sensing in terms of the sensitivity/bandwidth tradeoff in
large dynamic range scenarios. We experimentally demonstrate this new approach, reaching an
improvement in the relevant figure of merit by a factor of up to 5. Our results promote quantum
machine learning protocols for sensing applications towards more feasible and efficient quantum
technologies.

Over the past decade, quantum technologies have
emerged as an important platform relevant for a broad
range of fields, such as quantum communications and
quantum sensing. These advances have been driven by
the development of experimental realizations exhibiting
needed and useful properties.

In the context of quantum sensing, one of the leading
systems is based on Nitrogen Vacancy (NV) color centers
in diamond [1], which provides a versatile platform for
diverse quantum sensing, notably magnetic sensing [2–
6]. NVs have found important applications in magnetic
sensing, covering paleomagnetometry [7], biosensing [8–
11], nuclear magnetic resonance [12–14] and more.

Quantum sensing with NVs is realized through spin
resonance measurements, usually detected optically.
While this approach achieves quantitative vectorial in-
formation with high sensitivity and spatial resolution,
it suffers from a trade-off between sensitivity and band-
width, specifically in the high dynamic range regime. In
fact, working with small fields (small dynamic range) en-
ables an optimal sensing strategy, which relies on precise
measurements at a predetermined high-sensitivity point
(the point of maximal signal gradient). However, this is
not possible in the regime of large dynamic range signals.

In this paper, we address this limitation and introduce
a Machine Learning (ML) algorithm that significantly
improves this trade-off. We demonstrate that training
an appropriate neural network using a combination of
real and simulated data enables a clear improvement in
measurement bandwidth for a given sensitivity goal, in
the large dynamic range scenario.

Neural Networks are powerful ML models constituted
by interconnected layers of artificial neurons that are

trained to minimize a loss function [15, 16]. Such mod-
els have been already used for sensing of magnetic fields
and for noise spectroscopy with NV centers [17–19]. By
contrast, in this work neural networks find application
in the full reconstruction of an external magnetic field.
We analyze the network’s performance for a decreasing
number of measurement points, while exploring different
training dataset sizes, and altering noise and lineshape
conditions. We compare these results to similar analysis
done for raster scans and find that the network has ad-
vantages over raster scanning. With the right training,
the network can be insensitive to variations in noise and
lineshape. Moreover, the network’s measurement error is
more robust and scales better for fewer data points.

As shown in Fig. 1, the standard approach to quan-
titatively measure vectorial magnetic fields using NVs
is essentially a common spin resonance measurement
termed Electron Spin Resonance (ESR), usually per-
formed through optical readout for NVs, referred to as
Optically Detected Magnetic Resonance (ODMR), using
an experimental setup schematically depicted in Fig. 1a
[2, 3].

The NV defect orientation within the crystal lattice
(Fig. 1b) and its energy level structure (Fig. 1c), enable
the optical detection of the NV spin resonances, realized
through the combined application of green light excita-
tion and microwave (MW) irradiation, while detecting
the NV spin-dependent red fluorescence. As depicted in
Fig. 1d, a full ESR spectrum of an NV ensemble consists
of eight resonances, representing two resonant frequencies
for each one of the four crystallographic orientations the
NV can take in a single crystal diamond sample (Fig. 1b).
Basically, this measurement amounts to identifying res-
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FIG. 1. (a) Experimental setup schematic; MW pulses are used to find the spin resonances of the NV center within the
diamond sample related to the external magnetic field orientation and intensity, green excitation laser illuminates the diamond
and fluorescence from the NV centers is collected and read by a detector. (b) The NV can appear in four possible orientations
within the diamond lattice. (c) NV energy level schematic: triplet ground state; under an external magnetic field the degeneracy
between the ms = ±1 energy levels is lifted. MW drives transitions between ms = 0 and ms = ±1. Excitation of the ground
state with Green laser (532 nm) can decay in two ways: one is non-radiative and non-spin conserving through the singlet
state. The second path is spin-conserving and radiates in red (650-800 nm). The ms = 0 state decays mostly radiatively, while
ms = ±1 includes a significant non-radiative decay through the singlet state into the ground spin state ms = 0. (d) ESR
spectrum, with measured data in blue and the corresponding fit in purple (to a set of eight Lorentzian functions). In black, a
subset of the data, i.e λi. The resonance frequencies are marked with yi. (e) Schematic of the neural network, the inputs λi

are the measured data points and the outputs are the predictions y′
i of the eight resonance frequencies yi.

onance positions (i.e. yi) in the frequency space. Once
obtained, a full vectorial magnetic field can be extracted.
Further details regarding the NV system, the experimen-
tal setup (Figs. 1a and 1c) and the ODMR measurement
scheme can be found in Sec. III.

This process of identifying the resonance positions re-
quires scanning the signal over frequency space (some-
times referred to as raster scanning). This scan should
cover the entire relevant frequency range (determined
by the desired dynamic range), and the scan resolution
(number of data points within the frequency window) is
determined by the resonance widths and Signal to Noise
Ratio (SNR). There is a minimal scan resolution required
to successfully retrieve the resonance frequencies, and in
general the measurement error depends on these various
parameters (linewidth, SNR, scan resolution), as detailed

in Sec. III.

The sensitivity for an ODMR measurement is defined
to be η = (δν ∗

√
T )/γ, where δν is the error for the reso-

nance frequency, T is the measurement time (essentially
corresponding to the averaging time and affecting the
SNR) and γ is the gyromagnetic ratio of the NV [20]. A
shorter measurement time both improves sensitivity and
allows for faster measurements, which could be crucial for
time varying signals. Reducing measurement time could
be achieved by improving the experimental setup, i.e,
having higher SNR or better NV properties. However,
it is not less important to consider the optimal number
of data points in a measurement, as it essentially scales
linearly with measurement time.

ML is a research field that deals with the develop-
ment of artificial intelligence methods that learn from
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data. Several approaches were developed to solve the
two main supervised ML tasks of classification, i.e. to
predict a categorical value associated to some predic-
tors (called features in the ML jargon), and regression
where the predicted value is continuous [21]. Supervised
learning means that the model is trained to learn to
predict based on a ground truth associated to each in-
put. By contrast, in unsupervised learning the dataset
is composed only by features without any desired out-
put [21]. In the latter, the main task is called clustering
where the model learns to divide the data into groups
based on the elements distance. The third ML approach
is called reinforcement learning [22] where the model is
represented by an agent that learns to implement a pol-
icy to decide actions in a simulated environment. Some
of the most common classical methods are K-Means for
clustering, K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN), decision trees,
Support Vector Machine (SVM) and logistic regression
for classification tasks and linear regression for regres-
sion tasks [21, 23]. Neural Networks were inspired by
early research on brain modeling and successively find
application as a ML tool. Recently, with the increment
of computational power and the increasing availability
of large datasets, they overcome other ML algorithms as
a general-purpose tool for either clustering, classification
and regression tasks. In fact they are capable of universal
function approximation [24] and easily adapt to different
scenarios. Moreover, increasing the depth of the network
allows the model to learn to extract higher level features
from the input, and in this context they are denoted
by deep learning [15, 16]. There are several neural net-
work based models specialized for specific kinds of data,
specifically Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN) [25]
for images and Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) [26]
for time series and text. Remarkably, in the latter years
we are witnessing the rising of generative models for im-
ages with Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN) [27],
diffusion models [28–30], and text with Large Language
Models (LLM) [31].

Quantum Machine Learning (QML) is a growing re-
search field at the intersection of ML and quantum
physics and computing [32, 33]. In general, it deals with
different approaches depending on the nature of the ana-
lyzed data and of the models used to perform it. Classical
ML models can be successfully adopted to process quan-
tum data for instance, with the objective to analyze the
noise affecting a quantum device [19, 34, 35] or to control
quantum dynamics [36]. QML models can be also imple-
mented on quantum devices to perform tasks on classical
data [37] or even on fully quantum environments [38].

In particular, in this work we adopt a classical
Multilayer Perceptrons (MLPs) in several supervised
regression tasks on quantum data. MLPs are neu-
ral network models organized in a feed-forward struc-
ture [15, 16, 21] as in Fig. 1e. MLPs are trained via
gradient descent to minimize a loss function between the
prediction and the desired output. More details on the
used models are given in Sec. III B.

In the following, we detail our approach of training the
ML models to identify the resonance frequencies, given
a limited number of measurement points. We compare
this scheme to standard raster scanning, as a function of
the number of points, and demonstrate the advantages
of the machine learning scheme.

I. RESULTS

A. Setup, simulations and models

Our approach relies on training a machine learning
model, with real and simulated data, to enable efficient
identification of the resonance frequencies in the mea-
sured signal. We employ a relevant MLP model and
compare it to regular raster scanning as a function of
the number of data points (subsampling).
Ninety six full raster scans were measured in an epi-

illumination wide field setup (see Fig. 1a and Sec. III
for details), each one under a different externally ap-
plied magnetic field which we measure through standard
ODMR (since the different fields lead to different reso-
nance frequencies).
Synthetic data was generated based on a simplified NV

Hamiltonian [1] considering the Zeeman shift: magnetic
fields at various angles (θ and ϕ, respectively longitudi-
nal and azimuthal, with respect to the diamond surface),
were projected on the four NV orientations, determin-
ing the resonance frequencies. Resonance widths, con-
trast, and Gaussian noise were chosen to mimic the line-
shape of the measured data, producing full ESR spectra
with six or eight Lorentzians, similar to the one depicted
in Fig. 1d.
The neural network’s input layer dimension (λn in

Fig. 1e) is determined by the number of data points in
an ESR spectrum and therefore was changed as networks
were trained for different subsamplings: starting from
the full 600-point spectrum, we subsample by taking ev-
ery other point, every third point and so on, obtaining
at the end spectra with 300 points, 200 points and so
on. The output layer always consists of eight values that
predict the central frequencies of the eight Lorentzians
(y ′

i). These predictions are then compared to the values
extracted from the full ESR spectrum, which is defined
to be the ground truth, and the error is defined to be the
averaged absolute value of the differences.
To accomplish a fair comparison, a similar process was

performed for raster scans: the resonances extracted from
subsampled data (through standard Lorentzian curve fit-
ting) were compared to the ones extracted from the full
spectrum, and the error is defined in the same way. It
is important to note that the subsampled datasets were
compared to the full data from which they were derived,
and the error in the full scan (with the maximal number
of points) is the fit error.
Some of the simulated data samples had overlapping

or partly overlapping Lorentzians, for which the centers
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FIG. 2. In (a) and (b), ML networks (purple squares) were trained with 10 000 full-length synthetic samples, validated on
2 000 samples and tested on other 2 000 samples to report the results. The same 2 000 test samples are used to calculate the
normalized error of raster scanning (blue circles). In (a) the dataset is subsampled to the specified number of data points and
a different network is trained and tested for each subsampling ratio. Accordingly, the raster scan was calculated directly on the
subsampled data. In (b) only one network is trained with the 600 data points of the full dataset, then the subsampled data is
linearly interpolated to upsample it to the full size for the test. Accordingly, the same procedure is used for the raster scan.
(c) Comparison between error of neural networks and normalized error of raster scans for different number of data points. The
networks (purple squares) were trained with subsampled datasets, like as the the ones in (a), however, the training dataset
contained 1 000 synthetic samples and 50 real data samples, validation was done with 46 real data samples. The same 46 raster
were subsampled, the averaged error for those is depicted in blue.

were sometimes too close to be distinguished. Note that
for these data samples the neural network still outputs
eight values. However, trying to identify eight resonances
using a raster scan, especially with lower SNR, would of-
ten fail. Raster scans also fail when heavily subsampled,

as one or more of the Lorentzians are no longer recog-
nizable. To account for this statistical trait of the raster
scans, we normalize the error by the square root of the
success probability, essentially following the definition of
the sensitivity and considering the success probability in
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terms of time (translating into additional measurements
needed, as further explained in Sec. III).

B. Scaling and comparison

Fig. 2a depicts the ML error (purple squares) for net-
works that were trained with 10 000 samples and vali-
dated with 2 000 samples to find the optimal hyperpa-
rameters (see Sec. III B for details on the model and its
hyperparameters). As previously described, here each
network was trained on the relevant subsampled data.
Blue circles depict the normalized error of subsampled
raster scanning, averaged over the same 2 000 samples
that were used for the network’s validation. The raster
scan error is distinctly high, due to the above-mentioned
normalization of the error with the success probability,
since in some of the data samples it was not possible to
identify 8 Lorentzians. The ML model exhibits better
results compared to raster scanning with an error that
is more than 400 KHz better (except for the case of full
length data), and remarkably, with only 10% of the data
points, the ML error is still below 1 MHz. In addition,
the ML error has better scaling as a function of the num-
ber of data points.

In Fig. 2b we present an alternative training scheme:
in this case, just one network was trained and only on
a full length dataset (600 frequency points) with 10 000
samples and validated with 2 000 samples. To comply
with the structure of the MLP, the network was tested
on 2 000 subsampled dataset, that were first linearly in-
terpolated back to full length and, only then, introduced
to the network. The averaged error of these is presented
in the plot (purple squares). The same 2 000 samples
were used to test raster scanning (blue circles), these were
also sub-sampled, interpolated and then assessed. The
interpolation surprisingly improves the error for raster
scanning. In fact, even though it introduces additional
noise to the data, the fitting works significantly better,
and for a higher number of points, the raster’s error and
standard deviation are very similar to the network. How-
ever, below 120 data points the ML models shows better
results compared to the raster scan. Interpolating data
saves on training time, since one network fits all datasets,
but at the cost of less favourable performance. In fact,
when a model is trained on the full 600-points data, it
learns patterns that can be distorted with the subsam-
pling and the subsequent interpolation. For high num-
bers of points, the two methods are almost equivalent.
Although, for lower numbers of points, starting at 120
points, a network trained for the specific number of data
points gives a lower averaged error and standard devi-
ation, as can be seen from the comparison of the two
graphs in Fig. 2a (and depicted also in Fig. S1b in the
supplementary material).

We note that, while not realized here, a hybrid ap-
proach might be considered and could be beneficial,
wherein several networks could be trained on different

subsampling sizes but not on all of them. In this case, the
data to be analyzed could be interpolated to the closest
available dimension and the corresponding trained net-
work can be employed for the prediction. This can save
training time while keeping the predictions less affected
by the effects of the interpolation on the data.
Fig. 2c depicts the result of a network (purple squares)

tested on real data, and the subsampling of real raster
scans. The networks were trained (as in Fig. 2a) for spe-
cific subsamplings, with a combination of 1 000 synthetic
data samples along with 50 real data samples, and was
tested on 46 real data samples. The same 46 real sam-
ples were used to calculate the raster’s normalized error.
The raster’s results in Fig. 2c, are better than the pre-
vious two, this is mostly due to the fact that in all 46
data samples, the eight Lorentzians were well separated.
The network’s error here still has a better scaling than
the raster’s error, however, for a high number of points
the network error is about 1 MHz worse than the raster,
which is in agreement with training predictions that are
further explained in the following section.

C. Analysis and generalization

We now turn to a more detailed analysis ML model be-
havior, further examining the behaviour of the network
with regards to other parameters: the size of the train-
ing dataset, noise level and Lorentzian widths, which can
vary between diamond samples due to coherence proper-
ties of the NVs [6].
Fig. 3 depicts the evolution of the validation error dur-

ing training of the neural network for two dataset sizes:
in green, the network was trained with 10 000 simulated
samples and validated with 2 000 samples. In red, the
network was trained with 1 000 simulated samples and
validated with 200 simulated samples. In blue, 50 real
data samples were added to the training set, and the
validation was performed on 46 real data samples. Even
though training with 1 000 samples is not sufficient, as the
minimal error is around 2 MHz, there is agreement be-
tween the results on synthetic data and the ones on real
data. This plot explains the difference between results
depicted in Fig. 2c and Fig. 2a - respectively represented
here by the blue and green curves, with a difference of
0.5− 2 MHz between them.
Two important parameters which characterize the res-

onances measured in ESR experiments are the SNR and
the Lorentzian widths. These vary between experimental
setups, diamond samples and even individual measure-
ments due to different noise sources. Fig. 4 presents the
average error of two networks: in Fig. 4a the network was
trained on a simulated dataset in which all 10 000 sam-
ples had a width of 10 MHz and subsequently tested on
three datasets with 100 data samples, each with different
resonance widths: 6 MHz (blue), 10 MHz (green), and
15 MHz (red). When tested on 10 MHz, the network’s
averaged error is 0.5 MHz lower than it is for 6 and 15
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FIG. 3. Evolution of error during the training of ML mod-
els, calculated on the validation sets of different datasets. In
green (Valid. 10k): training with 10 000 synthetic samples
and validated on 2 000 synthetic samples. In red (Valid. 1k):
training with 1 000 synthetic samples and validated on 200
synthetic samples. In blue (Valid. 1k real): training with
1 000 synthetic samples plus 50 real samples, validated on 46
different real samples.

MHz. In Fig. 4b the network was trained on a different
dataset of 10 000 samples with widths within a range:
from 5 MHz to 16 MHz, and then, tested on the same
three datasets of Fig. 4a. This way of training proved
to be a more robust model, the errors for all the tests
are comparable and the network is no longer sensitive
to changes in width. Similar behaviour was observed for
SNR, Fig. 4c depicts a network that was trained on data
samples with SNR of 4, and tested on different samples
with SNR 2.5, 4 and 10. Fig. 4d depicts the test results
of a network that was trained on samples with SNR ran-
domly sampled within the range [2.5, 10]. Again, the
network that was trained on a range is more robust, and
when training specifically, the variations show a higher
error. The results in Fig. 4 report the averages on 100
test samples, for different number of measurements, using
the interpolation training scheme.

Changes in noise and width also have an effect on
subsampling raster scans, and are described in detail in
Sec. III.

II. DISCUSSION

In this paper we employ ML models to achieve high
bandwidth measurements without compromising sensi-
tivity in ESR measurements with NV centers. The neu-
ral networks exhibit an advantage over raster scans, it
maintains the same error for down to fifth of the data
points, while for that sub sampling rate, the raster’s er-
ror increases by about 800 KHz. The ML models still
perform well with an error of less than 1 MHz using only
10% of data points. Moreover, it shows an impressive
ability to predict resonance locations in the presence of
overlapping Lorentzians. We show the gain and flexibility

of training networks in different ways: interpolating can
save on training time while training multiple networks
yields a lower error and standard deviation. Further-
more, we show that, for a network to be robust, it needs
to be trained on a big enough dataset that is comprised
of data in a range of noise and linewidth.
In the regime of sufficient training, we find it useful

to have a simulation that well-describes the physics of
the NV system, such that the resulting synthetic data is
comparable to measured data.
The machine learning techniques applied to this quan-

tum setting prove to be efficient, achieving an improved
trade-off between high sensitivity and high dynamic
range. They can be adaptively applied to measurements
to achieve the desired result. E.g., reducing the mea-
surement time by a factor 5, while maintaining the same
error, improves the sensitivity by a factor ∼ 2; alterna-
tively, the sensitivity can remain constant while reduc-
ing the measurement time even further. Such capabili-
ties could have signifincant impact on a broad range of
measurement scenarios with large, time-varying signals,
such as characterization of circuit performance, identify-
ing transient biological signals, and more.

III. METHODS

A. Experimental setup and data acquisition

The ground state of NV centers (Fig. 1c) is an effec-
tive two-level quantum system. Under green laser exci-
tation, it is possible to initialize the spin to the ms = 0
ground state. In detail, the population occupyingms = 0
would reach the excited state manifold and decay back
to the ground state ms = 0, emitting a red photon. The
population occupying ms = ±1 is more likely to decay
through the singlet state, to ms = 0 in a non-radiative
way. Within the ground state, spin manipulation is pos-
sible with resonant MW pulses, population transfer to
ms = ±1 would lead to a drop in measured fluorescence.
In the presence of an external magnetic field, degener-

acy is lifted off the ms = ±1 due to Zeeman shift, the
shift is given by γB∥, where γ is the gyromagnetic ratio of
the NV and B∥ is the external magnetic field component
parallel to the NV axis. In the diamond lattice, there are
four possible crystallographic orientations the NV can
take (Fig. 1b), and so, in the presence of a magnetic field
that is not aligned with any of the orientations, there will
be eight resonance frequencies as shown in Fig. 1d, two
for each orientation. Once these frequencies are known,
the vectorial magnetic field can be calculated.
Ideally, an ESR measurement would have the small-

est number of points for which all information about the
magnetic field can be obtained from the data, without in-
creasing measurement error, which means lower sensitiv-
ity. As can be expected, the error increases as the num-
ber of measurement decreases. Below a certain number of
measurements, raster scanning is simply not possible as
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FIG. 4. ML averaged error on simulated data for different number of measurements. All the models are trained on 10 000
samples with 600 data points and tested on different datasets of 100 samples subsampled and successively interpolated to the
full dimension. In particular, in (a) the network is trained on samples having 10 MHz Lorentzian width and tested on three
different datasets each one having different widths: 6 MHz (blue), 10 MHz (green), and 15 MHz (red). In (b) the network is
trained on samples with random width within the range [5, 16] MHz and tested on the same datasets of (a). (c) depicts the
averaged error for a model trained on samples with SNR value of 4 and tested on different samples with SNR values of 2.5
(red), 4 (green), and 10 (blue). In (d), the network was trained on samples with random SNR within a range of [2.5, 10] and
tested on the same datasets as in (c).

not all eight Lorentzians show in a data sample, this num-
ber varies and depends on the measurement bandwidth
as well as on SNR. As mentioned in the background, the
sensitivity is defined to be η = (δν ∗

√
T )/γ. To account

for the statistical success of the raster in obtaining eight
Lorentzians, We normalize the measurement time, T, by
P - the susccess probability, and so the normalized sen-
sitivity is now η = (δν ∗

√
T/P )/γ. Based on that, we

define the normalized error to be δν/
√
P .

Fig. 5 depicts the average error of 100 subsampled sim-
ulated raster scans for different SNRs and Lorentzian
widths. For a constant noise level (Fig. 5a), error is
smaller for narrow Lorentzians. However, the wider
Lorentzians can be found for a smaller number of points.
For a constant width (Fig. 5b), error increases as SNR
decreases.

ESR raster scans were done in an epi-illumination wide
field home built microscope. Green laser (lighthouse,
Sprout), illuminates the diamond sample through an ob-
jective, and fluorescence is collected by an SCMOS cam-
era (Andor Neo). Microwaves are generated by Wind-

freak and delivered to the sample with a custom made
Omega shaped waveguide (Fig. 1a).

B. Machine learning model

In this section we give more details on the ML mod-
els in Fig. 1e employed to predict the position of the
deeps yi in the ESR spectrum. Specifically, they are
MLPs trained with Adam [39] to minimize the Mean
Squared Error (MSE) loss between the predictions y′i and
the ground truth yi given by the spectrum. The dimen-
sions of the input and output layers are defined by the
problem and are respectively given by the number of ESR
data points λ1, . . . , λn and the eight deeps positions. The
number of layers in the network and their size are treated
as hyperparameters to be optimized and, in order to keep
the procedure as simple as possible, the tunable number
of neurons is the same for every hidden layer. Also, the
task is formulated as a regression problem, and all the
inputs and outputs are normalized between zero and one
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FIG. 5. Raster subsampling error (not normalized) behaviour
with respect to the number of measurements, averaged over
100 data samples. In (a), with constant SNR, subsampling
rasters with Lorentzian width of 6 (blue), 10 (green) and 15
(red) MHz. In (b), with constant width, subsampling rasters
with different SNRs: 10 (blue), 4 (green) and 2.5 (red).

within the data range. The activation functions for all
layers are RELU (max(0, x)) except for the sigmoid in
the output layer.

In detail, we employ the MLP model that is composed
of fully connected layers each one of a certain number of
artificial neurons. A single artificial neuron returns the
scalar

ŷ ≡ f(wT · x+ b) (1)

obtained by applying the non linear function f : R → R
to the weighted sum of the inputs x ∈ R with the weights
w plus the bias term b. Globally, a MLP of L layers is
defined by the relation

hℓ = fℓ
(
WT

ℓ hℓ−1 + bℓ
)
, (2)

for ℓ = 1, . . . , L, where hℓ ∈ Rkℓ is the vector of the
kℓ outputs of the ℓ-th layer of the MLP, hℓ−1 ∈ Rkℓ−1

is the vector of the kℓ−1 outputs of the previous layer
ℓ − 1 and Wℓ ∈ Rkℓ−1×kℓ and b ∈ Rkℓ are respectively
the weights and biases in matrix form for all the neurons
of the layer ℓ. By definition, h0 ≡ λ are the inputs of
the MLP and hL ≡ y′ its final outputs. Accordingly, the

layer with the inputs (the layer 0 in eq. (2)) is called the
input layer, the last layer L is called the output layer,
and all the other layers are called hidden layers. The
number of layers L, the number of neurons in each layer
k1, . . . , kL, and the kind of activation function f1, . . . , fL
are the hyperparameters that define the structure of the
models. The number of neurons of the output layer, kL is
defined by the task and in our case is fixed to eight with
sigmoid activation function to predict the frequencies of
the Lorentzian y1, . . . , y8 in the ESR spectrum. Likewise,
the number of inputs are defined by the task and in our
case is equal to the number of measurements λ1, . . . , λn

in the ESR spectrum that are 600 for the full raster scan
and fractions of it for the subsampled spectra. Regarding
the other layers, in our work we decided to keep the num-
ber of neurons equal for all layers k ≡ k1 = · · · = kL−1

and all the activation functions f1, . . . , fL−1 are equal
to the relu function f = max(0, x). The values of L
and k are optimized with a dedicated framework [40]
along with other training hyperparameters, specifically
the learning rate, the batch size and the amount of reg-
ularization with dropout and weight decay. The neural
networks are trained with gradient descent to minimize
the error of the predictions y′ respect to the ground truth
y in the form of the MSE loss:

L(y, ŷ) = 1

8n

n∑
i=1

8∑
j=1

(yi,j − ŷi,j)
2
. (3)

A generic gradient descent method aims to find the pa-
rameters θ of the neural network (that is, WT

ℓ and bℓ in
eq. (2) for all ℓ) so that the loss is minimized. The latter
is implemented iteratively by calculating

θt+1 = θt − η∇θL(y|Bt
, ŷ|Bt

), (4)

where η is the learning rate that determines the step
length, ∇θ is the gradient of the loss surface in θ and
the notation ·|Bt

indicates that we use a subset Bt of
the training dataset called minibatch (whose dimension
is determined by the batch size hyperparameter) to cal-
culate the gradients for a single descent step. The entire
training dataset is used, iteratively batch by batch, to
perform the training steps and a full pass through all the
data is called epoch. Specifically, we train the models
using Adam [39] that implements gradient descent with
adaptive momentum.
The prediction error for the neural networks is quan-

tified by the Mean Absolute Error (MAE):

MAE(y, ŷ) =
1

8n

n∑
i=1

8∑
j=1

|yi,j − ŷi,j | , (5)

where yi,j is the ground truth value and ŷi,j is the pre-
dicted value for the j-th deep of the i-th sample. Re-
garding the Lorentzian fitting procedure, we can also in-
tegrate the prediction confidence into the error calcula-



9

tion, thus we define the MAE for that case as:

MAE(y, ŷ, c) =
1

8n

n∑
i=1

8∑
j=1

√
(yi,j − ŷi,j)

2
+ c2i,j , (6)

where yi,j and ŷi,j are the same as before and ci,j is the
confidence for the prediction of the j-th deep of the i-th
sample.

All models are trained for a maximum of 100 epochs.
At the end we keep the parameters for the model that
has the minimum MAE error on the validation set and
we use it to report the results. The error in the validation
set is also used to perform hyperparameter optimization.
In general, the hyperparameters affect the number of pa-
rameters of the model, and thus its complexity, and how
it is trained. The optimization procedure of these hyper-
parameters consists of searching for the best combination
of the values for the number of layers L and their size k
in eq. (2), the learning rate η and the size |B| of the mini-
batches Bt in eq. (4), and the amount of regularization in
the form of dropout and weight decay. The latter two reg-
ularization terms represents a way to simplify the model
complexity without reducing his parameters. In detail,
the dropout consists in randomly disabling with a certain
probability the output of neurons within the network [41].
In this way, the reliance on single features represented by
single neurons is discouraged during training. The weight
decay strategy, also called L2 regularization, enforces a
penalty term on the loss in order to keep the weights
small and therefore constraint the parameters space.

The hyperparameter optimization is implemented us-
ing the Ray Tune platform [40] adopting a Bayesian
technique called Hyperopt [42]. The latter uses Tree-
structured Parzen estimators [43] to suggest the most
probable best combination for the hyperparameters,
and the distribution is updated at every trial where
a model with the proposed combination is trained on

the training set and evaluated on the validation set.
Moreover, to speed up the process, we adopted the
ASHA scheduler [44] to early stop the least promis-
ing trials before the end of their training. We con-
sidered the following ranges for the hyperparameters
to optimize: L ∼ lograndint(1, 32) for the num-
ber of layers; k ∼ lograndint(1, 1024) for the size
of the layers; η ∈ {10−2, 10−3, 10−4} for the learn-
ing rate; |B| ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16, 32} for the batch size;
the dropout in {0, 0.2, 0.5} and the weight decay in
{0, 10−6, 10−5, 10−4, 10−3}.

The codes used for the implementation and
training of the neural networks and for the gen-
eration of simulated data are available on the
GitHub repository: https://github.com/trianam/
machineLearningMagneticSensing.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Fig. S1a reports the normalized error for the raster scans of different simulated datasets and at different subsampling
levels. The blue dots are calcolated on 2 000 samples that were subsampled to the specified number of measurements
and then linearly interpolated to the full size of 600 points. The red points are generated similarly with the exception
that the samples are filtered to always have eight deeps without overlapping. In that case, the error is understandably
lower. Finally, the purple squares are the normalized errors for 10 000 not interpolated samples.

Fig. S1b is equivalent to Fig. S1a but reports the MAE of the trained ML models. For the blue and red points
the samples with less than 600 measurement points were linearly interpolated to the full size. Thus, in those cases
we trained a single model with the full raster scan, and we tested it with the interpolated data. The purple squares
represent the results of the models trained directly on the subsampled data. Thus for every point of the curve, a
different model was trained and tested. The models used for the red points in Fig. S1b are trained with the same data
used for the red points of Fig. S1a. Also in this case the error using the filtered data is understandably lower respect
to the one that presents overlapping Lorentzians. However, it is remarkable that there is only a slightly difference
between the two cases and that the ML models, contrarily to the raster scan, performs well also with the unfiltered
data.
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(b)

FIG. S1. (a) Normalised mean error of subsampled raster scans: blue circles show the error for 2 000 synthethic interpolated
samples (the same of Fig. 2b in the main text). In purple squares, the same 2 000 synthetic samples that were subsampled
but not interpolated. The red plot is similar to the blue, however all data samples are filtered to display eight non-overlapping
Lorentzians. (b) MAE of ML networks: in Purple squares, networks were trained on 10 000 synthetic samples, and validated with
2 000 synthetic samples. In the latter, the networks were trained for specific number of data points (trained on subsampled
datasets), i.e, each point on the graph depicts the result of a different network. The blue circles depict the result of one
network, that was trained with 10 000 synthetic samples, and validated with 2 000 synthetic samples, all at full length with
600 measurement points (the same of Fig. 2b in the main text). The subsampled test data was linearly interpolated to the full
length (600 points) before using the network to get the predictions. The red plot is similar to the blue, however it was trained
on a dataset in which all data samples displayed eight non-overlapping Lorentzians.
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