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Arrays of gate-defined semiconductor quantum dots are among the leading candidates for building
scalable quantum processors. High-fidelity initialization, control, and readout of spin qubit registers
require exquisite and targeted control over key Hamiltonian parameters that define the electrostatic
environment. However, due to the tight gate pitch, capacitive crosstalk between gates hinders inde-
pendent tuning of chemical potentials and interdot couplings. While virtual gates offer a practical
solution, determining all the required cross-capacitance matrices accurately and efficiently in large
quantum dot registers is an open challenge. Here, we establish a Modular Automated Virtualiza-
tion System (MAViS) – a general and modular framework for autonomously constructing a complete
stack of multi-layer virtual gates in real time. Our method employs machine learning techniques
to rapidly extract features from two-dimensional charge stability diagrams. We then utilize com-
puter vision and regression models to self-consistently determine all relative capacitive couplings
necessary for virtualizing plunger and barrier gates in both low- and high-tunnel-coupling regimes.
Using MAViS, we successfully demonstrate accurate virtualization of a dense two-dimensional array
comprising ten quantum dots defined in a high-quality Ge/SiGe heterostructure. Our work offers
an elegant and practical solution for the efficient control of large-scale semiconductor quantum dot
systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Qubits that utilize the spin degree of freedom of
charge carriers confined within semiconductor quantum
dots (QDs) show great promise for practical large-scale
quantum computation [1]. In the last decade, sili-
con spin qubit systems based on one-dimensional arrays
have demonstrated long coherence times, high-fidelity
single- and two-qubit gates, coherent quantum informa-
tion transfer and compatibility with industrial manufac-
turing techniques [2–12]. In more recent years, planar
germanium QD hole-spin qubits have emerged as an al-
ternative semiconductor technology that can ease certain
challenges in qubit control and device engineering [13]. In
particular, the strong spin-orbit coupling and small effec-
tive mass of holes in germanium [14, 15], together with
a highly uniform and low noise material platform [16–
18], have sparked tunable QDs [19–21] and spin qubits
systems arranged in two dimensions [22–24]. As com-
pelling fabrication methods further advance providing
routes for engineering of large QDs registers [25, 26], it is
expected that automation will be playing a pivotal role
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in orchestrating precise quantum operations at various
levels [11, 27–35].

To meet the stringent requirements of high-fidelity op-
erations in spin qubit arrays, targeted manipulation of
key Hamiltonian parameters such as chemical potentials
and tunnel couplings is required [36–38]. While dedi-
cated plunger and barrier gates are carefully engineered
in QD devices to tune these properties, in practice, metal-
lic gates are capacitively coupled to each other because
of their close proximity, causing crosstalk challenges. To
overcome cross-capacitance effects, the community has
adopted virtual gates. Virtual gates are defined as lin-
ear combinations of multiple physical gates, with virtual
matrices encoding information on how each gate affects
a specific array parameter [39–42]. As the QD registers
scale in size and complexity, developing methods that
calibrate virtual matrices in an accurate, efficient, and
autonomous manner becomes crucial for facilitating high-
level and high-fidelity control [33].

In this work, we advance this effort by combining state-
of-the-art QD arrays with modern machine learning to
address the open challenge of virtualization. We propose
and validate a modular automated virtualization system
(MAViS), a framework to achieve orthogonal control of
the electrostatic potential landscape. We test-bed the
approach on a two-dimensional (2D) germanium ten QD
array by defining a multi-layer stack of virtual gates that
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TABLE I. Table illustrating the layers of our virtualization approach.

Virt.
layer Description Output

gates
Input
gates Trans.

1 Charge sensor virtualization [vS,vP,vB] [S,P,B] Eq. (1)
2 Plunger gate orthogonalization O vP Eq. (2)
3 Plunger gate normalization: orthogonalization of plungers with

uniform charging voltages N O Eq. (3)

4 Barrier coarse virtualization: ensuring independent barriers to
plungers control in weak-coupling regime J [vB,N] Eq. (4)

5 Barrier fine virtualization: ensuring independent barriers to
plungers control in high-coupling regime K [J,N] Eq. (5)

accurately control the QD energies and couplings. Here,
we take advantage of prior works aiming to automate the
operation of semiconductor qubits to build a framework
that can efficiently fine-tune multi-QD devices.

Initial virtualization methods relied on laboratory
heuristics, along with device-specific information process-
ing [43, 44]. With the advent of modern machine learning
(ML), automated methods relying on ML models and
traditional curve fitting to identify orthogonal plunger
gates and mitigate capacitative couplings were first pro-
posed in Refs. [45, 46], improving on minimal computer-
automated tuning algorithms [47, 48]. The prescribed
methods extract the inclinations of transition lines from
2D charge stability diagrams (CSDs) to define the vir-
tualization matrix. However, as QDs in large arrays de-
couple from the reservoirs, causing a reduced exchange
rate of carriers with respect to the typical measurement
scan rates, the 2D CSDs become more challenging to in-
terpret and analyze due to, e.g., secondary charge transi-
tions and more pronounced latching transition lines [20].
Our method is articulated on several virtualization lay-
ers, exploits both ML and classic analysis techniques
for robustness, and has a larger scope than existing ap-
proaches, extending beyond plunger gate virtualization.
By ultimately enabling the definition of virtual barrier
gates that tune the interdot couplings over large ranges,
without affecting the QD potentials, we build an oper-
ation recipe that provides control over the key Hamil-
tonian parameters defining the electrostatics of the QD
system. Finally, our ability to accurately decode infor-
mation from complex 2D CSDs enables us to study the
boundaries of the linear virtual gates approach and pro-
vide a method for using control parameters beyond such
limits. Our work demonstrates the full virtualization of
a dense 2D array of ten QDs in a planar germanium
quantum well in the few-hole regime. We start with a
device hosting weakly-coupled QDs pre-tuned via man-
ual operations and a set of unvirtualized sensor, plunger,
and barrier gates. By leveraging the MAViS, we then
seamlessly transition into a fully orthogonal gate space,
achieving complete virtualization in an automated and
efficient manner.

The organization of the paper is as follows: In Sec. II,
we present an overview of the virtualization framework,

including the description of the full virtualization stack
in Sec. IIA, the experimental setup used to test the
MAViS in Sec. II B, and the data processing techniques
in Sec. II C. The plunger- and barrier-specific tools are
described in Sec. II D and Sec. II E, respectively. The
performance of the MAViS in autonomously defining a
set of the virtual plunger and barrier gates to control the
ten-QD device is presented in Sec. III. Finally, in Sec. IV
we summarize our results and discuss future outlook.

II. METHODS

A typical multi-QD spin qubit device is controlled by
a set of NP plunger gates P, NB barrier gates B, and
NS charge-sensing plunger gates S. Tuning the device
into a QD regime requires an extensive search over rela-
tively large voltage ranges, with the capacitive crosstalk
between gates further complicating the search. We pro-
pose a multi-layer virtualization stack that is both device-
agnostic and modular, as illustrated in Table I.

A. Virtualization stack

To ensure the high sensitivity of the charge sensors
while the QDs are calibrated, it is convenient to first
address the compensation to the charge sensor plunger
gates by exploiting a set of virtual gates {vP,vB} =
{vPi, vBj | i = 1, . . . , NP; j = 1, . . . , NB}, that can be
used to maintain the charge sensors tuned to their most
sensitive voltage points (layer 1 in Table I). Achieving
this step requires knowledge of the relative lever arms
from the plunger and barrier gates controlling the QDs
to the plunger gates of the charge sensors (Sk, with k ∈
[1, · · · , NS]). The link between sensor-virtualized gates
and real gates is defined through the virtual matrix M1

and reads:

[vS,vP,vB] = M1 · [S,P,B], (1)

with the absolute value of the entries of the inverse matrix
M−1

1 being the relative lever arms of the QD plunger
gates (αS

k,NS+i) and of the barrier gates (αS
k,NS+NP+j),

that are extracted experimentally. As an example, if an
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FIG. 1. Device architecture and virtualization workflow. (a) Layout of a 10 QD array based on a 3-4-3 geometry. Holes are
trapped in gate-defined germanium QDs controlled by a set of barrier (dark blue), plunger (magenta), and screening (cyan)
gates. (b) Schematic displaying the approximate potential landscape and position of the QDs in the array, with Dn, for
n ∈ [1, . . . , 10], indicating each dot and CSN , CSE , CSS , and CSW indicating the north, east, south, and west charge sensor,
respectively. (c) A typical 2D CSD of a double QD measured via the rf-reflectometry charge sensing on CSN . (d) The workflow
of the ML model: each pixel is assigned a probability to be part of a horizontal, vertical, and interdot transition (diagonal and
no transition classes not shown). (e) Probability distribution of each pixel to be a horizontal (left) or vertical (right) transition
class. (f) Probability distribution of each pixel to be an interdot class. (g) A Gaussian fit to the log-transformed probability
distribution for the interdot class. (h) Extracted coordinates of the interdot centers of mass based on dynamic thresholding.

increase of 1 mV in the barrier B1 produces a shift of
−0.2 mV to the position of Coulomb peak associated
with the third charge sensor in the S3 space, the entry
(3, NS+NP+1) of M−1

1 reads −0.2, and 0.2 is the relative
lever arm of B1 on S3.

We also note that splitting the virtualization stack into
multiple layers is advantageous for keeping virtual ma-
trices in basic forms. While M−1

1 appears as a large
matrix, in practice, it is a diagonal matrix exhibiting
off-diagonal elements in only the first NS rows. Further-
more, any control parameter built as a linear combination
of the vP and vB virtual gates will also keep all charge
sensors tuned. This allows building up higher-hierarchy
virtualization layers using the newly defined {vP,vB}
gates without further adjusting the compensations to the
charge sensors.

For spin control and readout, it is practical to operate
in an orthogonal plunger gate space where each plunger
controls only the designated site’s chemical potential in-
dependently from the other gates. This is addressed in
layer 2 of MAViS, which we call plunger gate orthogo-

nalization, where a set of ad-hoc virtual plunger gates O
provide orthogonal control over the chemical potentials
through a second virtual matrix M2 as:

O = M2 · vP, (2)

with the absolute value of the entry of the inverse matrix
M−1

2 , αO
n,i, being the relative lever arm of vPi to dot n.

Layer 3, which we call plunger gate normalization, pro-
vides a virtual framework spanned by a new set of virtual
plunger gates N with a homogeneous charging voltage
over all sites. This step helps standardize the measure-
ment window size required to build the next layers and
is achieved through a diagonal matrix M3:

N = M3 ·O, (3)

with the entries αN
i,i of of the inverse matrix M−1

3 defined
as di/VD with VD the target charging voltage, and di the
charging voltage measured along the Oi voltage space.

To further isolate each QD for stages such as readout
and single-qubit gates, we require independent control
over the tunnel couplings between neighboring sites [1].
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This independence is achieved in layer 4: barrier coarse
virtualization, where a set of virtual barriers J is intro-
duced. As the qubit idle point is typically defined in
the uncoupled regime, we perform this calibration in the
weak-coupling (OFF) regime where a linear compensa-
tion is shown to be sufficient [49]. We construct virtual
barriers Ji as a linear combination of sensor-virtualized
barrier vBi and normalized plungers Nj :

J = M4 · [vB,N], (4)

where the entry of M−1
4 at the position αOFF

NB+i,j encodes
the relative shift of the charge state of dot i as the barrier
vBj voltage is changed.

The execution of fast two-qubit exchange-based gates
requires modulating the tunnel coupling between adja-
cent QDs across several orders of magnitudes [1, 22, 36].
A large voltage pulse on the barrier gates also affects the
effective QD positions as the wave functions are brought
close to overlap. This effect is expected to modify the
aforementioned capacitive couplings limiting the range
of validity of the virtual matrix extracted in the OFF-
coupling regime. As a consequence, barrier control com-
pensations dedicated to the high-coupling (ON) regime
are introduced in layer 5. We anticipate that, depending
on the targeted exchange interactions, linear compensa-
tions may not suffice and that non-linear corrections to
the plunger gates may be necessary when a barrier is
pulsed substantially. Therefore, we heuristically define
quadratically-corrected virtual gates K as follows:

Kj = Jj +
∑
m

[
αON
j,mNm

2 + βON
j,mNm

]
, (5)

where the (
∑

m) involves only the nearest-neighboring
plunger gates to barrier gate j, and αON

j,m , βON
j,m represent

the first and second order compensation coefficients of
barrier Jj to the QDs m, respectively.

B. Experimental setup

The full virtualization approach is demonstrated on a
dense array of ten QDs defined in a planar germanium
quantum well. This device [50] is based on low-disorder
Ge/SiGe heterostructure grown on a Ge substrate, with
the quantum well separated from the dielectric interface
by a 55 nm SiGe barrier [18].

The device uses a multilayer gate architecture to define
an array of ten QDs arranged in a 3-4-3 configuration, see
Fig. 1(a). Ten plunger gates and twelve barrier gates la-
beled Pi and Bj for i ∈ [1, . . . , 10] and j ∈ [1, . . . , 12],
respectively, offer control of the array’s electrostatic po-
tential landscape. Four additional plunger gates, labeled
PN , PE , PW , and PS , control the sensor QD’s potentials.
The ten QDs are labeled Dn, with n ∈ [1, . . . , 10], and
their four peripheral sensor QDs are labeled CSN , CSE ,
CSW , and CSS , based on their cardinal directions, see
Fig. 1(b). The additional eight screening gates screen
the electric field from the plunger gates to prevent the

formation of spurious QDs. The screening gates are omit-
ted from the virtualization stack as they are not changed
during normal device operation.

Prior to executing the virtualization stack, the QD ar-
ray is pre-tuned to the few-hole regime, with each QD
being either in a single-, triple-, or quintuple-hole occu-
pancy. The four charge sensors permit fast simultane-
ous radio-frequency (rf)-reflectometry charge sensing in
combination with video-mode acquisition and frequency
multiplexing [51–53].

C. Image processing

MAViS has at its basis an ML-based charge transition
identifier. The identification of charge transition lines
and interdot transition points (refereed to as interdots
hereon) from small 2D CSD of different plunger gate volt-
ages, such as shown in Fig. 1(c), requires careful deter-
mination of the corners of a honeycomb structure within
imperfect images. This is, in essence, an edge detection
and classification problem, a task suitable for ML.

To extract from the experimentally acquired 2D CSDs
information useful for automation we use an ensemble
of five convolutional neural network (CNN) pixel classi-
fiers [54] trained to distinguish each pixel as belonging
to five different classes: horizontal, vertical, or diago-
nal transitions (corresponding to QD formed under left,
right, or simultaneously under both plunger gates), in-
terdots, and points where no transitions are present [45].
The pixel classifiers, trained using exclusively simulated
data [55, 56], take as an input a small 2D plunger-plunger
voltage scan obtained using a charge sensor, as shown in
Fig. 1(c). It then labels each pixel within the scan with a
5D vector indicating the probability of belonging to each
of the five possible charge transition classes.

Prior to running the pixel classifiers, the measured data
is preprocessed. This involves a series of steps. First, the
data is convolved with a Gaussian filter, and the gradient
is taken. The resulting image is then mean normalized,
and the normalized gradient is cropped to produce a 32×
32 pixel subimage.

Each preprocessed image is passed through the ensem-
ble of pixel classifiers in a sliding-window fashion [57, 58],
and the resulting probability vectors are averaged across
the five models. Since the pixel classifiers sample over-
lapping windows, the predicted probabilities are averaged
over all subimages that contain a given pixel, producing
a single image for each class. The individual images cod-
ify the likelihood that a horizontal or vertical transition,
see Fig. 1(e), or an interdot, see Fig. 1(f), exists at any
particular point [59].

To identify the coordinates of the interdots, we imple-
ment a dynamic thresholding algorithm that selects the
interdots based on the probabilities P(ℓ) given by the
ML module. The threshold δ is determined based on
the mean (µ) and variance (σ2) of a Gaussian fit to the
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FIG. 2. Plunger gates orthogonalization and normalization. (a) Exemplary charge stability diagram spanned by the sensor-
virtualized gates vP7 and vP3. In red, we overlay the output of the pixel classifier module for vertical transitions. The region
circled in green indicates a single transition segment, while the blue dashed line indicates the composite line averaged over
the three segments of the D7 transition line on the left side of the image. The red line in the center of the image has been
erroneously marked by the classifier. (b) The Hough transform of the ML model output. The individual transitions become
thin bands, which overlap at a single point corresponding to the composite line (marked in blue). The three additional peaks
(marked in green) correspond to the individual transitions on the left side. Each pixel has a width of 0.17 mV and a height of
0.35 mV. (c) The sum of the squares of the Hough transform, forming a bimodal distribution corresponding to the composite
and individual transitions. (d) Inverse of the virtual matrix M2 obtained from the Hough transforms (left) and a 2D CSD
acquired with orthogonalized virtual plunger gates (right). (e) Inverse of the normalized virtual plunger matrix M3 (left) and
2D CSD acquired with normalized virtual plunger gates. In the space spanned by N7 and N3, the charging voltages for the
specific charge state are constant (20 mV), allowing for uniform x- and y-axes.

log-transformed interdot class probability distribution,

δ = µ+ ησ, (6)

where η is set dynamically in the range of (2.5, 4) in order
to identify at least the expected number of interdots, see
Fig. 1(f). In the end, a pixel is classified as belonging to
an interdot if P(ℓ) > δ. The final interdot coordinates
in the 2D CSD are determined based on the center of
mass of each cluster of points classified as an interdot, as
illustrated in Fig. 1(g).

D. Plunger virtualization

A typical 2D CSD acquired as a function of two sensor-
virtualized plunger gates exhibits a clearly visible hon-
eycomb pattern, as shown in Fig. 2(a). The significant
deviation of the vertical and horizontal transition lines
from the desirable, perfectly orthogonal pattern indi-
cates the presence of moderate plunger gate-to-dot cross-
capacitance and dot-to-dot capacitance that hinder indi-
vidual control of the chemical potential of each site. To

define a virtual plunger gate framework that allows in-
dividual QD control, we perform a Hough transform on
the ML model output to find the slopes and locations of
the transitions.

From a 2D CSD, the ML module identifies regions that
correspond to horizontal and vertical transitions. For
example, in Fig. 2(a), all pixels identified as belonging
to vertical transitions are marked in red. This includes
three left-side transitions and three right-side transitions,
as well as an erroneously identified line in the center of
the honeycomb. The ML output is then processed using
the Hough transform, resulting in a representation where
each transition becomes a thin band in the Hough space,
with θ and d corresponding to the angle and distance
from the origin of the transition; see Fig. 2(b).

The peaks in the Hough transform of the ML output
correspond to the angles and locations of the transition
lines in the original data. To identify the average slopes of
the transitions, all distances in the Hough transformation
are squared and summed:

Hsq(θ) =
∑
d

H(θ, d)2, (7)



6

where H(θ, d) is the Hough transform of the image. The
resulting distribution Hsq(θ) will then have a peak at the
angle corresponding to the slope of the lines in the image.

The 2D CSDs often contain several nearly colinear
transition lines that have slight offset relative to each
other due to the presence of interdot transition, as shown
in Fig. 2(a). This effect manifests itself visually in
the Hough transformation as several small peaks (cor-
responding to each of the individual transitions) which
merge together to form a single large peak [correspond-
ing to the composite line that passes through the center
of each of the nearly collinear transitions a dashed blue
line in Fig. 2(a)], as shown in Fig. 2(b) with green and
blue ovals, respectively. The ability to distinguish be-
tween these two cases is essential, as the slope of the
composite line will be different from the slopes of the in-
dividual transitions themselves, and this difference will
be magnified as the size of the interdots increases.

When this occurs, Hsq(θ) will have a bimodal distribu-
tion, with the peak closest to θ = π/2 (θ = 0) for the case
of horizontal (vertical) transitions corresponding to the
composite line, and the other peak reflecting the slope
of the individual transition segments, as shown in Fig. 2
(c). Our implementation of MAViS is designed to pre-
fer the peak corresponding to individual transitions so
that the horizontal and vertical transitions are orthogo-
nal in the final virtualized space, although in principle
the composite line can be chosen instead. After finding
the angle θ corresponding to the individual transitions,
the slope of these transitions is then obtained via ba-
sic trigonometric functions. This process is repeated for
all nearest-neighbor and next-nearest-neighbor plunger-
plunger pairs, yielding the elements of the matrix M−1

2

in Table I.
After orthogonalization, the measurement is repeated

and the normalization coefficients are found by perform-
ing a Hough transform on the new data and finding the
difference in d between the largest peak on each side of
the image. This is essentially finding the distance be-
tween neighboring transitions, as illustrated in Fig. 2(d).
After finding such distances in all the relevant plunger-
plunger maps, the scale factors required to adjust the
distances as desired are computed and the median values
yield the elements of M−1

3 .

E. Barrier virtualization

The next layer of MAViS is the virtualization of the
barrier gates with respect to the QD levels. Because of
the barrier-to-QD capacitive couplings, non-virtualized
barriers result in a shift of the charge state within a CSD
as the barrier gate is modified. Virtualized barriers are
built to ensure that such a charge state, enclosed by four
interdots, remains at the charge symmetry point despite
varying the tunnel coupling between neighboring QDs.

Barrier virtualization involves determining the virtual-
ization coefficients in Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) that will correct

for the shifts of the interdot positions as the barrier gates
are adjusted. The same ML models trained on 2D CSDs
obtained from plunger-plunger sweeps are leveraged for
this task. First, the interdot locations in the 2D CSD
are determined as described in Sec. II C. To mitigate er-
rors in tracking individual interdots, the center of the
honeycomb formed by a set of four interdots is tracked
instead. If the pixel classifier fails to identify one of the
tracked interdots in one of the scans, coordinates for the
corresponding interdot from the previous scan are used
instead. Then, we derive the rate at which the charge
state shifts as the barrier voltage is changed using one of
two methods.

For the OFF regime, the correction coefficients are de-
termined based on the local change in interdot positions.
The local tracking approach involves computing the shift
in interdot coordinates only between consecutive scans.
The average shift of the CSD is defined as the mean of
the resulting distribution of pairwise distances normal-
ized by the barrier voltage step. In addition to being
more robust against missing points and boundary effects
(e.g., an interdot shifting from the region captured in the
CSD), it is also straightforward to identify and exclude
outliers caused by mistakes in the pixel classification pro-
cess (false positive interdot detections). Local tracking is
also more suitable in situations where only a few CSDs
are available.

However, local tracking is only appropriate for finding
the linear fit coefficient. For the quadratic fit observed in
the ON regime, a global tracking method is implemented.
The global method involves direct tracking of the trajec-
tories of the interdot transition points as the barrier gate
is pulsed over multiple scans. The center coordinates
as a function of the corresponding barrier voltages are
then fit to a linear or quadratic curve, as desired. While
missing or misclassified points can negatively affect the
quality of the fit, virtualization in the OFF regime en-
sures less drastic shifts in the ON regime, making the
fit less prone to errors. Moreover, with a limited num-
ber of points involved in the fit, a single misidentified
point can substantially affect the resulting fit and lead to
a miscalibration, which makes this approach less robust
with noisy data. To overcome this limitation and ensure
a high-quality fit, the virtualization in the ON regime is
established based on a significantly denser sampling of
2D CSD for every pair of gates. Since only the neigh-
boring gates need to be virtualized at this step, a larger
number of measurements per gate pair can be afforded
compared to the OFF regime virtualization.

III. RESULTS

MAViS is designed to autonomously virtualize a set
of sensors, plungers, and barrier gates used to define
QDs. It operates through five distinct modules, each
corresponding to a specific virtualization layer outlined
in Table I. At its core is an ML pixel classifier that ex-



7

-20

0

20

vB6:(a)

(b)

10.0 mV 7.1 mV 4.3 mV 1.4 mV -1.4 mV -4.3 mV -7.1 mV -10.0 mV

-13

-1

9

21

-20 0 20

-20

0

20

J6: 10.0 mV

-20 0 20

7.1 mV

-20 0 20

4.3 mV

-20 0 20

1.4 mV

-20 0 20

-1.4 mV

-20 0 20

-4.3 mV

-20 0 20

-7.1 mV

-20 0 20

-10.0 mV

-13

-1

9

21

E
a
st

se
n
so

r
(a

rb
.

u
n
it

s)

N7 (mV)

N3 (mV)

-20

0

20
vB

6

(c)

(d)

-20 0 20

-20

0

20

N7 (mV)

N3 (mV)

-10 0 10

-10

0

10
R2 = 1.00

∆N3

(e)

α
N3
vB6

= -1.0(2)

-10 0 10

-10

0

10
R2 = 0.99

∆N7

α
N7
vB6

= -1.2(6)

N3 (mV)

N7 (mV)

vB6 (mV)
-6 -3 0 3 6

-6

-3

0

3

6 α
N3
vB6

= -1.0(4)

α
N7
vB6

= -1.3(9)

(f)

0 1 2 3 4 5

Count

∆N7/∆vB6

∆N3/∆vB6

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

(g)

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0

Compensation coefficient

Virt. Barriers Ji

Norm. Plungers Ni

FIG. 3. Barrier coarse virtualization (OFF regime). (a) Sequence of N3 vs N7 CSDs as a function of barrier vB6 stepped in
the range [−10, 10] mV with respect to the starting dc voltage. (b) Sequence of N3 vs N7 CSDs as a function of the virtualized
barrier J6. The cyan points in (a) and (b) indicate the positions of the interdots returned by the ML module and the magenta
diamonds indicate the center of the tracked honeycomb. (c, d) Concise presentations of the evolution of the charge sector
(interdots and center of the diamond) extracted from (a) and (b), respectively, showing the effective virtualization of J6, which
when varied maintains a constant charge state. (e) The fit to the center of the honeycomb positions for plunger gates N3 and
N7 as a function of barrier gate vB6 showing a linear dependence. (f) The distribution of the pairwise distances between all
identified interdots between consecutive 2D CSD. The center of this distribution provides the rate of change of interdot position
with barrier strength, i.e., the cross-capacitances. The dashed box encloses points used to determine the crosstalk coefficients.
Points lying outside of this box are considered outliers. (g) The resulting capacitive-crosstalk matrix with N3 vs. J6 and N7

vs. J6 highlighted.

tracts high-level feature representations from experimen-
tal data. MAViS leverages horizontal and vertical tran-
sition classes to determine the plunger-plunger virtual-
ization coefficients, while the interdot class is used to
identify and track interdot transitions for barrier virtu-
alization. The performance of each virtualization layer is
discussed in the remainder of this section, while we focus
on the scalability and time requirements of MAViS in the
Supplemental Material [60].

A. Charge sensors compensation

When searching for clear honeycomb-like patterns in
2D CSDs measured via charge sensing, it is critical to
maintain the rf-reflectometry charge sensors tuned to

their maximum-sensitivity point, i.e., at the flank of one
of their Coulomb peaks, throughout the whole voltage
scan. The high-sensitivity of charge sensing is ensured by
calibrating the relative lever arm of each gate controlling
the QD array to the charge sensors plunger gates. This
step does not entail using ML algorithms and exploits
only traditional analysis routines to track the charge sen-
sors’ Coulomb peak position as a function of each barrier
and plunger gate.

The charge sensor compensation matrix, M1, is deter-
mined in the first virtualization layer by obtaining the
crosstalk of each gate to the four charge sensors. This is
achieved by extracting the slope of the Coulomb peak po-
sition as a function of each gate. The slope of the linear
shift in the S vs. P, and S vs. B space is extracted and
fed into the matrix M−1

1 , as shown in the Supplemental
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Material [60]. As we move on to the next virtualization
layers, only the sensor-virtualized vP and vB parameters
are considered.

B. Plunger gates virtualization

The plunger gate orthogonalization matrix M2 is de-
termined using the slope extraction method described
in Sec. II D. First, a 2D CSD acquired for each pair
of plunger gates (vPi, vPj), with i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10], and
i ̸= j, is processed by the ML module to detect the hor-
izontal and vertical charge transition lines, see Fig. 2.
Then, a Hough transform method is used to extract the
slopes of all relevant charge transitions, see Fig. 2(b).
The inverses of the slopes define the elements of the or-
thogonalization matrix; see the right panel in Fig. 2(d).
When scanning the newly defined virtual plunger gates
(Oi, Oj), with i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10], the honeycomb diagrams
display orthogonal transition lines confirming the indi-
vidual control of each plunger to the corresponding QD,
as shown in the left panel in Fig. 2(d).

The goal of the plunger normalization layer is to en-
sure uniformity of charging voltages. This step gives
three practical advantages. First, it allows the homog-
enization of the measurement window required for the
next steps. Secondly, it enables to define all detun-
ing (εi,j , with i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10]) and total-energy (Ui,j ,
with i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10]) axes of all double-QD pairs, often
adopted for readout and initialization schemes, with the
same simple 45◦-rotation matrix. Thirdly, when a size-
able charge jump occurs, visualizing a charge state with
a different charging voltage (due to the few-hole filling
structure) immediately triggers the experimentalist or a
surveying algorithm to perform a more in-depth verifica-
tion of the charge state.

The uniformity of charging voltages with a target con-
stant spacing between consecutive transitions in a new
virtual gate space spanned by the normalized plunger
gates Ni, with i ∈ [1, . . . , 10], is achieved through a di-
agonal virtualization matrix, M3. The desired spacing
across the charge transitions and interdots encompassing
the central charge state of interest is set to VD = 20 mV.
The elements of matrix M3 are determined using the
slope extraction method described in Sec. II D applied to
2D CSDs acquired after the first plunger orthogonaliza-
tion is completed. Since the uniformity of charging volt-
ages is determined in an already orthogonalized plunger
space Oi, with i ∈ [1, . . . , 10], the resulting matrix M3 is
diagonal; see the right panel in Fig. 2(d) for M−1

3 . The
homogenized spacing between charge transitions in the
(Ni, Nj) space, with i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10], is illustrated in the
right panel of Fig. 2(e).

C. Barrier Virtualization in the OFF-coupling
regime

Once the plunger gates are orthogonalized and nor-
malized, MAViS proceeds to virtualize the barrier gates
to achieve individual control of tunnel couplings without
affecting the chemical potential of any QD. The barrier-
plunger capacitive coupling manifests as a change in in-
terdot position in a 2D CSD as the plungers are swept
for different barrier gate voltages. As the barrier vB6 is
stepped from −10 mV to 10 mV, a clearly visible charge
states shift across 2D CSDs due to the coupling of the
barrier gates to the QD levels is shown in Fig. 3(a).

Extraction of barrier-dot coupling involves choosing
for each barrier gate vBi, for i ∈ [1, . . . , 12], a pair
of neighboring virtual plunger gates (Ni, Nj), for some
i, j ∈ [1, . . . , 10], measuring several 2D CSDs while uni-
formly stepping vBi, and extracting the shifts in the in-
terdot positions. For each 2D CSD, the positions of in-
terdots forming the honeycomb of interest and of the cor-
responding center of the honeycomb are determined us-
ing image processing methods described in Sec. II C. The
trajectory of the honeycombs and their centers, shown
in Fig. 3(c) and in Fig. 3(e), suggest a roughly linear
relationship between the plunger and barrier gates, as
expected due to the low coupling in the OFF regime.

However, on occasion, the pixel classifier fails to iden-
tify interdots or identifies false positives [for examples of
each, see the first and last 2D CSD in Fig. 3(a)]. More-
over, as the 2D CSD shifts due to crosstalk, interdots
may shift into or out of the frame as the barrier volt-
age is changed. In such cases, the quality of the linear
fit will be significantly affected, resulting in sub-optimal
accuracy of the extracted slope. Thus, rather than find-
ing the slopes directly, we rely on the local change in the
interdots position, as described in Sec. II E.

A histogram of the computed pairwise distances be-
tween interdots in consecutive 2D CSDs along each
plunger axis is shown in Fig. 3(f). This frequency dis-
tribution of distances allows us to determine the aver-
age shift over all interdots, indicated by a black cross
in Fig. 3(f). The outliers due to boundary effects and
classifier errors are easily identifiable as stray points far
away from the central cluster of points highlighted with
a dashed box in Fig. 3(f).

The barrier virtualization coefficients are derived di-
rectly from the histogram, as described in Sec. IIA.
A section of the matrix M−1

4 , containing all the cross-
capacitance compensations, is depicted in Fig. 3(g). Us-
ing the newly defined virtual barrier gates J1, . . . , J12, we
iterate the procedure for an additional three rounds to re-
fine the coefficients of the matrix. Our results show that
repeating this procedure for an additional two rounds
is beneficial and leads to an overall improvement in the
accuracy of the estimated parameters (see Supplemental
Material [60]). When exploiting the set of virtual barriers
J1, . . . , J12, the honeycomb diagram shown in 2D CSDs
remains fixed with respect to barrier voltage changes as
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FIG. 4. Barrier fine virtualization (ON regime). (a) Sequence of CSDs N5 vs N8 as a function of J8 in the range [-110, 5] mV
with respect to the dc reference point. (b) Sequence of CSDs N5 vs N8 as a function of K8 in the same range. The cyan
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for N5. (f, g) The quadratic coefficient

√
α and linear compensation coefficient β respectively, with K8 vs. N5 and vs. N8

highlighted.

shown in Fig. 3(b). The trajectory of the honeycombs
and their centers, shown in Fig. 3(d), further validate
the derived virtual barrier gates.

D. Barrier Virtualization in the ON-coupling
regime

Similar to the OFF regime, the interdot detection al-
gorithm is deployed to locate and track the honeycomb
of interests in the ON regime. However, in the ON
regime, the capacitive coupling manifests not only as a
shift in the trajectory of the center of the honeycombs
but also as a change in the honeycomb shape, as visible
in Fig. 4(a) and in the simulations in Appendix A. Mod-
ulating the barrier voltage to achieve the required large

coupling strengths affects the effective QD positions as
the wave functions are brought close to overlap. This
effect, in turn, modifies the capacitive couplings, limit-
ing the range of validity of the virtual matrix extracted in
the OFF-coupling regime. Thus, the virtual barrier gates
constructed in the OFF regime need to be corrected for
the strongly coupled ON regime. Importantly, in the ON
regime, deviations from a purely linear trend emerge.

In order to find the non-linear corrections, we use the
global tracking method presented in Sec. II E. We note
that, in general, this method is more sensitive to errors
in the interdot-identification process, such as misidenti-
fied interdots, false positives, and boundary effects, as
it does not include a simple way of excluding outliers.
However, because we have already performed virtualiza-
tion in the OFF regime, the large-scale shifts have al-
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ready been accounted for, which makes boundary effects
much less problematic. For instance, the total shift in
Fig. 4(a) is much smaller than the corresponding shift
in 3(a), despite the barrier being sampled over a much
larger range, at about 5 mV in the ON regime compared
to around 20 mV for the OFF regime.

As the barrier is pulsed and the QDs are brought close
together, the center of the honeycomb shifts. Particu-
larly, as shown in Fig. 4(c) and Fig. 4(e), the center of
the (N5, N8) 2D CSD is seen to follow a quadratic trajec-
tory as barrier J8 is lowered. We observe the same trend
across all double QDs. The quadratic and linear compen-
sation coefficients, depicted in Fig. 4(f) and Fig. 4(g),
respectively, are derived as described in Sec. II A. We
observe that corrections to the barrier matrix defined in
the ON-coupling regime can be of up to ∼ 10 % in the
first order. Finally, we note that the square root of the
quadratic and linear coefficients are of the same order,
and both terms are equally important to virtualizing the
barriers.

Having obtained the best-fit coefficients, we then per-
form barrier pulses that incorporate quadratic and linear
compensations on the plungers, by constructing virtual-
ized barriers, Ki for i ∈ [1, . . . , 12], according to equa-
tion 5. As the virtual gate Ki is varied, we observe that
the map is maintained at the charge symmetry point, al-
lowing for a wide range of barrier pulses, as shown in
Fig. 4(b). The compensation matrix values for the lin-
ear and quadratic terms, together with measurements on
additional double quantum dots, are provided in the Sup-
plemental Material [60].

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

Despite significant progress in operating and automat-
ing the control of QD devices, gate virtualization remains
a challenging and time-consuming process that hinders
high-level control of spin qubit arrays. In this work, we
have introduced MAViS, a modular and scalable frame-
work that enables the autonomous construction of a com-
plete stack of multi-layer virtual gates starting from raw
plunger and barrier gate voltages and sensor readouts
in arbitrary architectures. We benchmark MAViS on a
10 quantum dot array with 2D connectivity and demon-
strate that full virtualization can be achieved in only
≈ 5 h, inclusive of both data acquisition and processing
(see Supplemental Material [60]).

Motivated by the need for precise control over key
Hamiltonian parameters in spin qubit arrays, our ap-
proach addresses the virtualization challenge by apply-
ing modern ML techniques to state-of-the-art QD ar-
rays. We envision our approach to be useful also
by other platforms such as in Kitaev chains [61–63],
in Andreev qubits [64, 65] and in topological readout
schemes [66, 67].

We have designed our methodology to be extremely
flexible, as evidenced by the modular structure of the

virtualization stack. Such modularity allows for easy in-
tegration with other tools and frameworks without rely-
ing on the details of the device-specific software. It also
allows for the incorporation of unit testing, since the vir-
tualization matrices can be validated and errors detected
at every step of the process. Moreover, the modular de-
sign enables adaptation and advancement of only selected
portions of the virtualization process as necessary.

Likewise, we highlight the generalizability of the ML
models. Despite being trained using exclusively simu-
lated, unvirtualized data [35], the model ensemble is able
to decode features from charge stability diagrams both
before and after the plunger orthogonalization and nor-
malization stages. Additionally, the models are able to
correctly classify CSDs from a 2D array of germanium
hole qubits, even though its training data was simulated
for electrons in a 1D quantum nanowire, thus demon-
strating that our tools are device-agnostic. Moreover,
it is important to highlight that the development and
deployment of tools based on ML and signal processing
(Hough transform, regression models, etc.) has allowed
us to track interdots and map the full dependence of the
charge states with barrier voltages. Furthermore, numer-
ical simulations revealed that the observed beyond-linear
dependence can be caused by an increase in capacitive
coupling between the barrier gate and the QDs.

While our virtualization flow has succeeded in virtual-
izing a large array, we note that several potential points
of failure remain. First, it is possible that the CSD it-
self might be too noisy for the ML model, especially for
QDs near the center of the device, which can be more
difficult for the sensors to pick up. In our case, because
the device has multiple sensors, we found that when one
sensor produced a sub-optimal CSD, one of the other
sensors produced a CSD that was clearer with distinct
transitions. By running the analysis on the output from
all four sensors and selecting the clearest result, we were
able to handle cases where some of the sensors gave noisy
data. Secondly, the pixel classifier occasionally misiden-
tified transitions or identified false positives, particularly
in cases with large latching effects. This also occurred
where there was a large gradient across the region defined
by a specific charge state, such as the central hexagon in
Fig. 2(a), where the pixel-classifier marked a red line in
the center of the image which does not correspond to
any transition. In both cases, we mitigated these errors
by carefully designing the postprocessing methods to be
robust to such errors.

While MAViS enables the virtualization of the barrier
gates with respect to the QD charge states, an end-to-end
virtualization stack would require compensating for the
effect of each barrier to every interdot tunnel coupling.
We note that this effect can be studied with precision by
mapping the exchange coupling as measured via resonant
qubit spectroscopy as a function of virtualized barriers
in the ON regime [7, 68]. This aspect does not require
decoding further information from charge stability maps,
which has been the central focus of our work.
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The extracted capacitive coupling matrices obtained
from our methods contain rich information about the
device and can be analyzed further to gain insight into
the effective location of the QDs, the disorder landscape,
and the general impurity density over each metallic gate.
This approach will allow the community to autonomously
track quantum-dot features for calibration of large-scale
quantum-dot arrays.

A. Data Availability Statement

The experimental datasets acquired and analyzed dur-
ing the current study are available via Zenodo [69]. The
processed data, as well as complete figure source files,
will be made publicly available upon publication.
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Appendix A: Capacitative simulations of quadratic
behavior

The quadratic shift observed in the interdot position
with decreasing barrier voltage, as presented in Fig. 4,
can be reproduced using a capacitive model, where the
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capacitive couplings are given gate voltage dependence.
In particular, we expect that more negative barrier volt-
ages should draw the dots together, leading to an in-
creased dot-dot and barrier-dot capacitive coupling. Our
simulations show that the increase in barrier voltage as
the barrier gate voltage decreases is sufficient to account
for the quadratic dependence we observed, whilst the in-
crease in the dot-dot coupling widens the interdot.

Fig. 5 shows a simulated recreation of the barrier vir-
tualization into the ON regime, qualitatively reproducing
the observed behavior in Fig. 4. These simulations were
performed using the open-source package QArray [70].
The system is modeled as a double QD controlled by two
plunger gates (P1, P2) and one barrier gate (B). The
capacitive couplings are captured by the following ca-

pacitance matrices:

Cdd(B) =

[
0 0.5b

0.5b 0

]
(A1)

Cgd(B) = 0.05

[
1 0 1 + 0.8b
0 1 1

]
(A2)

where Cdd and Cgd represent the dot-dot and gate-dot ca-
pacitive couplings, respectively, which we allow to depend
upon the barrier gate voltage through, b = −B/103. We
construct the normalized plunger gate voltages, N1 and
N2, at B = 0 mV and define the OFF regime virtualized
barrier J at B = −25 mV. In the ON regime, the vir-
tualized barrier K is defined by fitting a quadratic curve
to the position of the charge state center as a function
of the barrier voltage. We find that linear trends, such
as shown in Fig. 4(e), are indicative of errors in the lin-
ear virtualization coefficients. For qualitative agreement
with Fig. 4(e), we include an error in the barrier vir-
tualization against N2, so that the coefficient was taken
as −0.96 rather than the optimal value of 1.00. This
model provides a clear capacitative interpretation of the
quadratic trends observed experimentally.
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Supplemental Material: MAViS: Modular Autonomous Virtualization
System

for Two-Dimensional Semiconductor Quantum Dot Arrays

Supplementary Section 1. MAVIS: SCALABILITY AND COMPLEXITY

Our proposed automated virtualization stack (MAViS) is general and applicable to arbitrary
quantum dot (QD) device architectures. At its core, MAViS derives the virtual plunger and virtual
barrier gates by processing two-dimensional (2D) charge stability diagrams (CSDs) (referred to as
“maps” hereon) measured in plunger gates space with the barrier gates adjusted as necessary. Here,
we present the complexity analysis of the MAViS framework. We discuss how the number of maps
required to virtualize a device scales with the number of metallic gates for one-dimensional (1D)
QD arrays before shifting focus to non-1D cases.

A. One-dimensional QD arrays

Consider a QD device with NS charge-sensing plunger gates S, NP plunger gates P, and NB

barrier gates B. The first layer, charge sensor virtualization, in MAViS requires (NS×NP+NS×NB)
maps. Since NB ≈ NP + 1 in most linear arrays, virtualizing sensors requires O(NP NS) maps.
However, since the magnitude of compensations decays with the distance between the gates, we can
avoid measuring gate pairs located farther than a maximum distance. Considering an nS-nearest
neighbor approach, where nS ≪ NP and only the n = {1, 2, . . . nS} nearest neighboring metallic
gates in a 1D QD array share a cross-capacitance, the capacitance vanishes with the (nS + 1)
neighbor and we can reduce the number of required maps to O(nS NS) ≈ O(NS).

When orthogonalizing plungers (layer 2 in MAViS), a single map suffices to extract the capacitive
coupling between two neighboring plungers, which correspond to two coefficients in the (NP×NP)
plunger-plunger compensation matrix. Thus, the all-to-all plunger connectivity requires NP(NP −
1)/2 = O(N2

P) maps. However, following the same nP -nearest neighbor approach, the total number
of maps for plunger-orthogonalization is O(NP). Next, to perform normalization (layer 3) we would
again require O(NP) maps.

Barrier virtualization (steps 4 and 5 in MAViS) involves tracking the center of a selected hon-
eycomb in a series of 2D CSDs and fitting a curve to the resulting trajectory. Assuming that each
barrier is stepped m times during barrier virtualization, the all-to-all coupling approach would
necessitate [NP(NP − 1)×NP ×m]/2 maps. However, since the capacitive coupling of barriers is
restricted to the nearest plungers, we only need to worry about the number of (nearest) neighbors
of the barriers, nB , that affect the crosstalk while others can be set to zero. In this case, the num-
ber of maps required is [nB(nB − 1)NPm] = O(mNP) both in the low- and high-tunnel coupling
regime.

Combining all the steps of MAViS, we obtain a linear scaling for virtualizing sensors and plungers
with a constant prefactor given by the number of neighbors with non-vanishing cross-capacitances.
For virtualizing barrier gates, we would again require O(NP) maps with the prefactor given by
the number of barrier steps that depend on the experiment and the number of nearest neighbors.
Thus, the virtualization framework scales linearly with the number of plungers and barriers for a
1D device.

B. Higher-dimensional QD arrays

MAViS would follow the same scaling in higher dimensions, however, the number of nearest
neighbors {nS , nP , nB} will be dimension dependent. Thus, performing MAViS on a higher di-
mensional QD device would require O(nS × s), O(nP × NP × m), O(nB × NB × m) maps for
virtualization of sensors, plungers, and barriers, respectively.

In the case of the ten-QD two-dimensional device used in this work, the estimated average time
necessary to acquire and process the experimental data with MAViS, as well as the total number
of measurements for each virtualization layer, are detailed in Table I. In layer 2, we have only
considered the cross capacitance compensations up to the second nearest neighbors. We neglected
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Supplementary Table I. Modular Automated Virtualization System (MAViS) timing information when
applied to the ten-QD device. The estimated mean data acquisition and MAViS processing times are given
per map and are calculated based on a total measurement and processing, respectively, time divided by
the number of maps in a given layer. For the barrier fine virtualization (layer 5), a large number of maps
was acquired to carefully follow the non-linear dependence. However, in practice, only a small fraction of
the total number of measurements is required.

Virt.
layer MAViS step Data acquisition

time [s]
MAViS processing

time [s]
Total no. of

measurements
1 Charge sensor virtualization 0.34 0.002 88
2 Plunger gate orthogonalization 2.3 35.3 27
3 Plunger gate normalization 2.4 35.3 10
4 Barrier coarse virtualization 4.5 3.9 672
5 Barrier fine virtualization 4.5 3.8 1440

cross capacitances between elements that are very far in the array design. For instance, we assume
that the cross capacitance of P4 to P2 and P4 to P9 is negligible. Furthermore, we note that
measurements in the barrier fine virtualization step are highly oversampled, with maps acquired
for every 0.5 mV shift in the barrier voltage. This was done to enable a highly precise fitting in
the high-coupling regime. In practice, O(10) samples are sufficient to characterize the non-linear
trend and only maps between neighboring plungers and barriers suffice for barrier virtualization
in the low-coupling regime. Taking all of this into account, the total time MAViS would require
to virtualize the ten-dot device would be about 2 h 15 min (8, 064 s) as opposed to 5 h 17 min
(19, 020 s) suggested by Table I.
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Supplementary Section 2. ADDITIONAL FIGURES: DETAILED CAPACITIVE
COEFFICIENTS IN THE OFF-REGIME
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Sensor Gates
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Supplementary Figure 1. Charge sensor virtualization. Section of M−1
1 characterizing the relative

cross-capacitance of each gate to the four charge-sensing plunger gates. The full M−1
1 is not shown, as, in

practice, the full matrix is a 26× 26 matrix with diagonal entries set to 1, similar to what is shown in the
Supplementary Information of Refs. [20,25].
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Supplementary Figure 2. (a) Plunger gate orthogonalization as depicted in Fig. 2(d). Compensation
matrix M−1

2 obtained from MAViS for plunger orthogonalization. (b) Plunger gate normalization depicted
in Fig. 2(f). Compensation matrix M−1

3 obtained from MAViS for plunger normalization.
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Supplementary Figure 3. (a) Section of M−1
4 showing the barrier-to-plunger virtualization coefficients

in the off-coupling regime as depicted in Fig. 3(g). (b) Section of M−1
4 including refinements obtained

from additional three rounds of measurements. The effect of additional rounds of correction is, on average,
−0.07(8) for the first round, −0.002(36) for the second round, and −0.007(34) for the third round. These
numbers represent the mean and standard deviation of the full corrections matrices, and their converging
trend to a correction matrix with mean of ≈ 0 suggests two rounds of correction are sufficient for a reliable
barrier virtualization. The standard deviation of the last two correction matrices (≈ 0.03) can be viewed
as an average detection error of our algorithm.
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Supplementary Section 3. ADDITIONAL FIGURES: DETAILED CAPACITIVE
COEFFICIENTS IN THE ON-REGIME
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Supplementary Figure 4. Barrier virtualization in the on-coupling regime depicted in Fig. 4(f). (a)
Matrix showing the square root of the quadratic coefficients (

√
α) in the on-coupling regime. (b) Matrix

illustrating the linear coefficients (β) in the on-coupling regime.
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Supplementary Section 4. ADDITIONAL FIGURES: BARRIER VIRTUALIZATION IN
THE ON-COUPLING REGIME
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Supplementary Figure 5. Virtualizing gate J2. (a) Sequence of CSDs N5 vs N1 as a function of J2 in
the range [5, -85] mV with respect to the dc reference point. (b) Sequence of CSDs N5 vs N1 as a function
of K2 in the same range. The cyan points in (a) and (b) indicate the position of the interdots returned
by the ML module and the magenta diamonds indicate the center of the tracked honeycomb. The shift
in the (N1, N5) space of the central charge sector in panel (a) reveals imperfect virtualization over the
large voltage range (90 mV). Panel (b), where the finely virtualized gate K2 is adopted, shows a decreased
susceptibility to the barrier gate voltage change. (c, d) Concise presentation of the evolution of the charge
state while stepping J2 and K2, respectively. The finely calibrated K2 preserves the position of the charge
state. (e) The fit to the center of the honeycomb positions for plunger gates N1 and N5 as a function
of barrier gate J2 indicating a beyond-linear dependence for N1. (f, g) The quadratic coefficient

√
α and

linear compensation coefficient β respectively, with K2 vs. N1 and vs. N5 highlighted.
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Supplementary Figure 6. Virtualizing gate J5. (a) Sequence of CSDs N6 vs N3 as a function of J5 in
the range [5, -55] mV with respect to the dc reference point. (b) Sequence of CSDs N6 vs N3 as a function
of K5 in the same range. The cyan points in (a) and (b) indicate the position of the interdots returned
by the ML module and the magenta diamonds indicate the center of the tracked honeycomb. The shift
in the (N3, N6) space of the central charge sector in panel (a) reveals imperfect virtualization over the
large voltage range (60 mV). Panel (b), where the finely virtualized gate K5 is adopted, shows a decreased
susceptibility to the barrier gate voltage change. (c, d) Concise presentation of the evolution of the charge
state while stepping J5 and K5, respectively. The finely calibrated K5 preserves the position of the charge
state. (e) The fit to the center of the honeycomb positions for plunger gates N3 and N6 as a function
of barrier gate J5 indicating a beyond-linear dependence for N3. (f, g) The quadratic coefficient

√
α and

linear compensation coefficient β respectively, with K5 vs. N3 and vs. N6 highlighted.
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Supplementary Figure 7. Virtualizing gate J10 (a) Sequence of CSDs N6 vs N9 as a function of J10

in the range [20, -25] mV with respect to the dc reference point. (b) Sequence of CSDs N6 vs N9 as a
function of K10 in the same range. The cyan points in (a) and (b) indicate the position of the interdots
returned by the ML module and the magenta diamonds indicate the center of the tracked honeycomb.
The shift in the (N9, N6) space of the central charge sector in panel (a) reveals imperfect virtualization
over the large voltage range (60 mV). Panel (b), where the finely virtualized gate K10 is adopted, shows a
decreased susceptibility to the barrier gate voltage change. (c, d) Concise presentation of the evolution of
the charge state while stepping J10 and K10, respectively. The finely calibrated K10 preserves the position
of the charge state. (e) The fit to the center of the honeycomb positions for plunger gates N6 and N9 as a
function of barrier gate J10 indicating a beyond-linear dependence for N9. (f, g) The quadratic coefficient√
α and linear compensation coefficient β respectively, with K10 vs. N6 and vs. N9 highlighted.


	MAViS: Modular Autonomous Virtualization Systemfor Two-Dimensional Semiconductor Quantum Dot Arrays
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Virtualization stack
	Experimental setup
	Image processing
	Plunger virtualization
	Barrier virtualization

	Results
	Charge sensors compensation
	Plunger gates virtualization
	Barrier Virtualization in the OFF-coupling regime
	Barrier Virtualization in the ON-coupling regime

	Summary and outlook
	Data Availability Statement

	Acknowledgments
	Capacitative simulations of quadratic behavior
	References
	MAViS: scalability and complexity
	One-dimensional QD arrays
	Higher-dimensional QD arrays

	Additional figures: Detailed capacitive coefficients in the off-regime
	Additional figures: Detailed capacitive coefficients in the on-regime
	Additional figures: Barrier virtualization in the on-coupling regime


