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Recent advances in coherent conveyor-mode spin qubit shuttling are paving the way for large-
scale quantum computing platforms with qubit connectivity achieved by spin qubit shuttles. We
developed a simulation tool to investigate numerically the impact of device imperfections on the
spin-coherence of conveyor-mode shuttling in Si/SiGe. We simulate the quantum evolution of a
mobile electron spin-qubit under the influence of sparse and singly charged point defects placed in
the Si/SiGe heterostructure in close proximity to the shuttle lane. We consider different locations
of a single charge defect with respect to the center of the shuttle lane, multiple orbital states of the
electron in the shuttle with g-factor differences between the orbital levels, and orbital relaxation
induced by electron-phonon interaction. With this simulation framework, we identify the critical
defect density of charged point defects in the heterostructure for conveyor-mode spin qubit shuttle
devices and quantify the impact of a single defect on the coherence of a qubit.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spin qubits encoded into the spin of localized or mobile
electrons or holes require both short- and long-range con-
nectivity between qubits in order to fully harness the po-
tential of quantum computation [1–4]: Short range con-
nectivity is necessary for implementing two-qubit gates
between adjacent qubits, while long range connectivity
is essential for coupling static or mobile distant qubits
in scalable chip architectures [3, 5–7] and for some im-
plementations of surface codes that require interactions
across the qubit lattice, such as toric codes [8].

To address long-range connectivity, a variety of mech-
anisms have been proposed, including charge shuttling,
spin-spin coupling, exchange-coupled spin chains, cou-
pling via floating gates, superconducting resonators and
cavities, dipole-dipole interactions, and super-exchange
mechanisms [4]. Shuttling of charges has been explored
in GaAs by surface acoustic waves for charge [9, 10] and
spin [11, 12], but the constant shuttle velocity, the gen-
eration of surface acoustic waves and lastly the large hy-
perfine interaction in GaAs limit the applicability to spin
qubits. One promising method for qubit connectivity is
spin-coherent conveyor-mode shuttling. In such a shut-
tle device, also called conveyor-belt QuBus [13], a sin-
gle electron or hole is transported adiabatically across
micrometer-scale distances by a periodic and moving
confinement potential generated by electrostatic gates,
called clavier gates [14]. The electrons or holes are
confined to a moving quantum dot (QD) formed in a
quantum well (QW). Due to the periodicity of the po-
tential, only a few signals independent from the con-
nection distance are required to control the voltage in
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the gates [15, 16]. It is compatible with fabrication in
foundries [17] and has been successfully applied to non-
piezoelectric qubit platforms such as electrons in tensile-
strained Si/SiGe [18–20]. Its simplicity with respect
to control signals triggered ideas towards shuttle-based
scalable architectures [6, 7, 21–23] and is ideal for co-
integration of cryo-electronics chips [24].

Despite successful demonstrations, a number of chal-
lenges persist mainly related to fabrication imperfections
and disorder in the shuttle devices. Ge/SiGe suffer from
variability of g-factor and spin-orbit interaction in con-
junction with charge noise and strain [25–27]. The SiGe
alloy disorder in Si/SiGe has an impact on valley splitting
and valley excitation of electrons [28–31]. This issue has
been in focus of material mapping [32, 33] and mitigation
strategies [34, 35]. A common challenge is the electro-
static disorder in a shuttle device, which cannot be easily
tuned away if only a few control signals shall be used [36].
In the worst case, this disorder can locally jeopardize the
charge confinement of the moving QD with loss of qubit
position [15], but it might also lead to uncontrolled or-
bital and valley excitations/relaxations within the mov-
ing QD with impact on the spin-coherence [14, 33]. The
geometry of shuttle devices is usually optimized to mini-
mize the impact of disorder from remote charge defects at
the semiconductor-oxide interface [14], line-etch rough-
ness of gates [37], and strain effects induced by the metal-
lic gates [38]. Sparse defects proximal to the moving QDs,
however, might have a significant impact. Among sparse
defects are charged point defects—originating from unin-
tentional dopants or fabrication-induced imperfections—
, threading dislocations from the relaxed SiGe virtual
substrate, and misfit-dislocations at the Si/SiGe inter-
face [39]. Previous numerical studies have explored var-
ious aspects of electron shuttling dynamics [40, 41], pro-
viding a qualitative insight into the physical interactions
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that can affect the shuttling operation.
Our work focuses on simulating the time-dependent

shuttling of a spin qubit in a QuBus in the presence of dis-
crete, localized charged defects, while explicitly account-
ing for the complexity of spin dynamics. We simulate the
full quantum time evolution of the electron’s envelope
wave function using realistic electrostatic potentials and
include multiple orbital states, spin dynamics, g-factor
inhomogeneities across orbital states, and orbital relax-
ation processes due to electron-phonon interactions. This
enables us to assess how individual charged defects affect
the shuttling fidelity and spin coherence in a QuBus with
sparse defects and under different modes of operation.

Our results shed light on the operational limits of the
QuBus architecture and provide guidance for optimizing
its design and operation in the presence of negative sin-
gle charge defects in the bulk Si channel. By providing a
more realistic and time-resolved model of defect-induced
decoherence during spin shuttling, our work complements
and extends previous theoretical and experimental stud-
ies [30, 41], and contributes toward establishing conveyor-
mode spin shuttling as a robust mechanism for scalable
quantum computing with silicon spin qubits.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we intro-
duce the device under consideration, its mode of opera-
tion, the expected forms of disorder, and the electrostatic
model. In Sec. III we introduce the Hamiltonian and the
theoretical framework used for the time-dependent simu-
lations of the spin dynamics. The corresponding results
are presented in Sec. IV. We conclude in Sec. V with
a discussion on the scaling of the dephasing metrics in
larger devices and with varying defect densities. Addi-
tional details on the model and the numerical simulations
are described in the Appendices A-B.

II. MODEL

A. Conveyor-mode shuttling in the QuBus

Conveyor-mode shuttling is the ideally adiabatic trans-
port of an electron confined in a moving gate-defined
QD [14]. This can be achieved in a two-dimensional elec-
tron gas (2DEG) channel with an array of clavier gates
on top, perpendicular to the channel, as shown in the
QuBus device of Fig. 1. In this geometry, four sets of
repeating gates (S1, S2, S3 and S4) on top of a 2DEG
channel modulate the potential landscape along the x-
direction, while two screening gates (Scr., in purple) con-
fine the shuttling channel along the y-direction. With
four independent clavier gates one can form a QD, by ap-
plying time-dependent potentials US1 , US2 , US3 and US4

on the respective gates, as depicted in Fig. 2a. Apply-
ing this configuration of voltages to all the gates in the
channel with a four-fold periodicity results in an array
of QDs formed by an approximately sinusoidal potential
in the shuttling channel (Fig. 2b), where the valleys of
the potential confine an electron and the peaks are bar-

FIG. 1. (a) Scanning electron micrograph of one of the QuBus
devices that we model. This device has a set of shuttling
gates shown in red and green (labeled S1–S4), two screening
gates (Scr.) in purple, and individually controllable clavier
gates and a single-electron transistor in yellow. We consider
a numerical model of the unit cell (b) contained in the or-
ange rectangle (a) and impose periodic boundary conditions
along the channel (x-direction), see Appendix A for details.
(c) The heterostructure and gate stack consists of a large SiGe
substrate upon which an isotopically purified 28Si layer with
a thickness of 7 nm is grown. This is the electron channel,
where we can accumulate a 2DEG and shuttle the electrons.
On top of that, we consider another SiGe buffer and a thin
Si cap layer. A SiO2 layer separates the semiconductor from
the metallic gates to avoid Schottky contacts.

riers between the QDs. A timely sinusoidal modulation
of these potentials, as in

Ui(t) = UDC
i + UAC

i sin (2πνt− ϕi) , (1)

with a frequency ν moves the QDs with a velocity v = νλ,
where λ/4 is the gate pitch. The voltages at neighbor-
ing gates are phase-shifted by ϕi+1 − ϕi = π/2. The
DC components UDC

i can be adjusted to account for the
different vertical distances of clavier gates from the shut-
tling channel, see Fig. 1b, and the drive amplitude UAC

i

controls the confinement depth and the barrier height
between neighboring QDs. Ideally, with a gate pitch of
λ/4 = 70nm, and a frequency ν = 35.7MHz, an electron
confined to one of these QDs is thus shuttled adiabati-
cally at a velocity v = 10m/s, akin to a conveyor belt.

B. Disorder in the QuBus

During conveyor-mode shuttling, an electron interacts
with its environment, which can affect the coherence or
even change its quantum state in a measurable way. This
effect has been leveraged to probe material parameters
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FIG. 2. (a) Voltages applied to the shuttling gates and simu-
lated potential. Each voltage Ui(t) may have a different off-
set UDC

i and amplitude UAC
i . For simplicity, we used the

same offset and amplitudes for all the gates in this case.
(b) Calculated potential in the shuttling channel at a fixed
time t = 0. Here, we applied UDC

S1
= UDC

S3
= 550mV and

UDC
S2

= UDC
S4

= 700mV, with a pulse amplitude UAC
S1

= UAC
S2

=

UAC
S3

= UAC
S4

= 280mV, which results in a fairly sinusoidal
spatial confinement along the shuttling direction.

such as the local valley splitting [32] or the electrostatic
disorder [15] within the channel. As such, conveyor-mode
shuttling via a QuBus requires high quality devices with
very few defects, as any form of noise or inhomogeneities
of the electrostatic landscape can interfere with the qubit
and introduce a source of decoherence.

Due to the weak intervalley relaxation mechanism [42],
valley excitations can only impact the dephasing of spin
qubits if there is a strong enough spin-valley interaction
or a g-factor difference across valley states. Otherwise,
the spin of the electron will remain unchanged during the
evolution, irrespective of intervalley transitions during
shuttling. In contrast, although the spin-orbit interac-
tion in Si/SiGe heterostructures is weak, (non-adiabatic)
orbital excitations can lead to substantial spin dephasing
as a result of small g-factor differences between orbital
states.

If we neglect the effects of valley excitations, then a
major mechanism of decoherence consists of an excitation
of a higher orbital due to electrostatic disorder induced
by a charged defect in the channel. While the density
of these defects is small in a state-of-the-art heterostruc-
ture, the probability of interacting with one during co-
herent shuttling is not negligible. Assuming a density of
single-negatively charged defects nd ∼ 1014 cm−3 and a
uniform distribution of defects throughout the semicon-
ductor at 100mK, the probability of interacting with at
least one such defect during a typical shuttling opera-
tion follows a Poisson distribution P≥1 = 1 − exp (−λ),
where λ = ndV . Here V is the volume swept by the
shuttled electron, given by V = L × W × H, where L

is the shuttling length and W and H are the effective
width and height or interaction length along the y and
z direction, respectively. For a typical QuBus with a
length L = 10 µm, the expected cross-section of interac-
tion is in an interesting regime: Assuming vertical and
lateral interaction lengths roughly corresponding to the
span of the envelope wave function of the electron, with
W ≈ 20nm and H ≈ 3nm, the resulting probability is
of the order of 1% to 5%. In the case of a shallow QD
with weak confinement, where the envelope wave function
spans over a larger space, or a longer shuttling distance,
this probability can even go up to 20%. This large prob-
ability and its uncertain range motivate the study of the
coherence of a shuttled electron in a QuBus with sparse
charge defects, both to pin down the probabilities further
and to investigate the impact of such an interaction with
a defect.

The limited set of interactions under consideration
makes our discussion relevant for Si/SiGe devices, but
also for Ge/SiGe devices and some monolayered materi-
als such as transition metal dichalcogenides, where either
there are no valley states or the valley degeneracy has
been lifted by a strong spin-orbit interaction.

C. Modeling the electrostatic potential

We model the electrostatic potential landscape in the
QW of the QuBus induced by the electrostatic gates,
and a single-point charge defect with the negative ele-
mentary charge e. The electrostatic calculations are car-
ried out by solving Poisson’s equation using COMSOL
Multiphysics®. We assume Dirichlet boundary condi-
tions at the gate electrodes and periodic boundary con-
ditions along the shuttling axis, see Fig. 1b-c. Due to
the strong confinement in the vertical direction, the elec-
tron’s envelope wave function effectively factorizes into a
vertical and a two-dimensional in-plane component. In
order to simulate the orbital dynamics within the 2D
plane, we extract a 2D cross-section of the full electro-
static potential at the center of the QW.

We assume negligible nonlinear effects arising from
charged regions near the metal-oxide contacts, and ex-
ploit the resulting linearity of Poisson’s equation to sep-
arate the problem into two steps: (1) We evaluate the
potential generated by the charge defect Vdef, modeled
as a uniform charge distribution of total charge e oc-
cupying one element of the tetrahedral mesh, and (2) we
evaluate the potential generated by the electrostatic gates
Vgates(t) at a given time t. Finally, we reassemble the two
potentials as V (t) = Vdef+Vgates(t). We evaluate Vdef for
different positions of the defect, and V (t) for each time
t. Separating these two potentials and then recombining
them when needed drastically reduces the complexity of
the problem. Appendix A contains more details about
the electrostatic model.
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III. TIME-DEPENDENT SIMULATIONS

A. Hamiltonian and the adiabatic framework

Using the numerically computed time-dependent po-
tential V (t), we solve the time-dependent Schrödinger
equation for the envelope wave function of the electron
using the adiabatic frame expansion. We start by con-
sidering a real-valued, time-dependent HamiltonianH(t),
with instantaneous eigenstates |ϕl,σ(t)⟩ and eigenenergies
El,σ(t)

H(t) |ϕl,σ(t)⟩ = El,σ(t) |ϕl,σ(t)⟩ , (2)

where l labels the orbital quantum number and σ is the
spin state. The Hamiltonian at hand contains an orbital
part with the simulated electrostatic potential V (t):

Ho(t) = −ℏ2

2
∇ ·

(
m−1∇

)
+ V (t), (3)

where m is the effective mass of the electron in the Si
QW [43], and a Zeeman Hamiltonian of the form

HZ(t)=
∑
l,σ

glµB

ℏ
BŜ|ϕl,σ(t)⟩⟨ϕl,σ(t)| (4)

where µB is the Bohr magneton, B is the magnetic field
along the spin quantization axis and Ŝ is the correspond-
ing spin projection operator acting as Ŝ |ϕl,σ⟩ = ℏσ |ϕl,σ⟩
for σ = ±1/2. Note that we consider a magnetic field
oriented perpendicular to the QW growth axis in the
present device. The g-factors gl depend on the orbital
quantum number of the wave function of the electron.
Experimental studies have shown a weak but significant
dependence on the orbital level (see e.g., [44, 45]) that we
approximate as (gl − g0)/g0 ≃ 10−3 for l > 0, where we
use g0 = 2 for the g-factor of an electron in the ground
state of a silicon QD.

Diagonalization of the time-dependent Hamiltonian
H(t) = Ho(t) + HZ(t) via a finite-difference method
yields a locally flat energy spectrum when the electron
is far from the defect, as shown in Fig. 3a. Here we show
the six lowest energy levels, relative to the ground state.
The energy difference between the ground state |0⟩—an
s orbital—and the next excited state is quite constant
along this short distance, with only minor variation of
the energy splitting due to the staggered arrangement of
the clavier gates. The finite energy splitting between the
next two orbitals |1⟩ and |2⟩, corresponding to px and py
orbitals, respectively, shows that the QDs are not per-
fectly circularly symmetric. The other energy levels, in
gray, correspond to the in-plane d orbitals. These have
only a minor influence on the dynamics of the electron
near the position of the defect. Due to these large energy
splittings and the smoothness of the potential, for most
of the quantum evolution simulation only three orbital
levels are necessary to simulate the evolution of the en-
velope wave function of the electron with a reasonable

FIG. 3. Influence of the defect on the energy spectrum and
the wave function of the shuttled electron. Energy spectra of
the minimum of the QD (a) without and (b) with a defect
as a function of traveled distance (d = vt). In (b) the defect
is localized at d = 0nm, and in both cases we consider a
magnetic field B = 0T and plot the energy levels of one spin
component only. (c-d) Envelope wave function of the shuttled
electron (red) in a QD (c) away from the defect and (d) at
the defect position. In all panels, the confinement potential
is the same as in Fig. 2.

accuracy. Near the position of the defect, energy anti-
crossings appear (see Fig. 3b), and their corresponding
hybridization of states induce Landau–Zener type tran-
sitions to excited orbital states. For the considered shut-
tling velocity, we observe fully converged results when
considering six orbital states.

After diagonalizing the Hamiltonian H(t) at each time
step, a general form of the wave function of the shuttled
electron can be expressed in the basis of the instanta-
neous eigenstates {|n(t)⟩} as

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n

c̃n(t) |n(t)⟩ , (5)

where the multi-index n labels pairs of orbital and spin
states (ln, σn). In the case of a real Hamiltonian with a
smooth potential, any geometric phase will be 0 (mod
2π), such that the fast evolution of the amplitudes
c̃n can be eliminated by separating out the dynamical
phases φn(t) = 1

ℏ
∫ t

0
dt′En(t

′) as c̃n(t) = cn(t)e
−iφn(t).

Substituting the expansion (5) in the time-dependent
Schrödinger equation yields an evolution equation for the
complex-valued, time-dependent coefficients cn(t). Using
the Hellmann–Feynman theorem [46, 47], the relevant
equation of motion is obtained as

ċn(t) =
∑
m̸=n

⟨n(t)| Ḣ(t) |m(t)⟩
En(t)− Em(t)

e−iφmn(t)cm(t), (6)

where φmn(t) = φm(t)− φn(t).
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B. Orbital relaxation and decoherence

We introduce orbital relaxation into the system by in-
troducing electron-phonon coupling to our model. We
consider only spin-conserving transitions, and neglect the
effects of the crystallographic and valley structure on the
wave function of the electron [48, 49]. For this we use the
Hamiltonian for electron-phonon interaction [49, 50]

He-ph = i
∑
k,p

√
ℏk

2ρ0Vvp
Ξ(p)

[
a†k,pe

ik·r − ak,pe
−ik·r

]
.

(7)

Here, a†k,p and ak,p are creation and annihilation opera-
tors acting on the phonon space, i.e., the creation op-
erator acting on the vacuum, a†k,p |vac⟩ = |1k,p⟩, cre-
ates a phonon with momentum k and polarization p.
The polarization-dependent deformation potential Ξ(p)

considered here encapsulates the contribution from the
uniaxial shear and the dilation deformation as Ξ(p) =
Ξde

(p)
k · k + Ξu(e

(p)
k )zkz, where e

(p)
k are the unit vectors

along the directions p of the phonon polarization. In this
expression, we have also used the mass density of the
crystal ρ0, the crystal volume V and the phonon veloc-
ity vp, which is different for each polarization direction

p = {l, t1, t2}. Using the set of parameters from Ref. [50],
and the envelope wave functions and energies evaluated
at each time step of the simulation, we evaluate the in-
stantaneous relaxation rate for an electron from a state
|n(t)⟩ to a state |m(t)⟩ with the emission of a phonon
using Fermi’s golden rule

Γmn(t) =
∑
f

2π

ℏ
|⟨m(t); 1k,p|He-ph |n(t); vac⟩|2

× δ(Em(t) + ℏωk,p − En(t)), (8)

where the sum runs over all final states (phonon mo-
menta and polarization), and the delta function ensures
energy conservation. In this expression ℏωk,p is the en-
ergy of a photon with momentum k and polarization p,
assuming the shuttling axis is aligned with the [100] crys-
tallographic direction.

We derive a Lindblad equation for the system’s den-
sity matrix by following the same steps employed in the
derivation of Eq. (6). By expanding the density matrix
as

ρ(t) =
∑
n,m

rmn(t)e
−iφmn(t)|m(t)⟩⟨n(t)|, (9)

we obtain an equation of motion of the coefficients rmn

of the density matrix

ṙkl(t) =
∑
m̸=k

⟨k(t)| Ḣ(t) |m(t)⟩
Ek(t)− Em(t)

e−iφmkrml(t)−
∑
n̸=l

⟨n(t)| Ḣ(t) |l(t)⟩
En(t)− El(t)

e−iφln(t)rkn(t)

+
∑
j,m,n

Γje
−i[φmn(t)−φkl(t)] ⟨k(t)|

{
Cj |m(t)⟩⟨n(t)|C†

j −
1

2
C†

jCj |m(t)⟩⟨n(t)| − 1

2
|m(t)⟩⟨n(t)|C†

jCj

}
|l(t)⟩ rmn(t),

(10)

where the collapse operator Cj brings the electron from
a state s to a lower energy state r with Es > Er, and
a relaxation rate Γj . We label each allowed transition
with the pair (sj , rj) so that we can compactly write
collapse operators and the relaxation rates as Cj and Γj ,
respectively. The time evolution of the density matrix of
the electron is computed numerically via a second-order
Magnus expansion scheme as described in Appendix B. In
order to characterize the coherence of the electron during
shuttling in the presence of a charged defect, we assume
that the electron is initially in the orbital ground state
with an equal superposition of spin states, i.e.,

|ψ(t = 0)⟩ = 1

2
|0⟩ ⊗ (|↑⟩+ |↓⟩) . (11)

The numerical results show that far away from the de-
fect, the electron wave function is nearly circularly sym-
metric, as shown in Fig. 3c. As the electron approaches

the defect, the defect potential changes the character of
the envelope wave function. At the position of the defect
(Fig. 3d), the wave function of the electron resembles a p
orbital, with a node at the location of the defect. At this
point, the orbitals hybridize. Here, we observe a Landau–
Zener transition that partially brings the electron to an
excited orbital state.

During the evolution of the density matrix, we monitor
a few figures of merit to reconstruct observables that can
quantify the decoherence of the electron as it is shuttled
across a defect.

IV. RESULTS

Throughout the quantum evolution simulations, we
have used a voltage on the screening gates UDC

Scr = 0 V,
and voltages UDC

S1
= UDC

S3
= 550 mV and UDC

S2
= UDC

S4
=
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FIG. 4. Numerically computed two-dimensional potential at
the center of the QW at a fixed time. The sinusoidal potential
applied to the Si gates combined with the effect of the screen-
ing gates results in a periodic array of QDs. (a) At t = 0 ns
the electron (red circle) is confined in one of the dots, away
from the charge defect (red star). (b) Via time-dependent
modulation of the confinement potential, the electron is shut-
tled towards the defect. (c) Longitudinal cross-section of the
potential landscape. The potential barrier induced by the
point-like defect exhibits a 1/r singularity at the defect posi-
tion. The red full circle indicates the electron’s initial position
(t = 0ns) and the empty one shows the electron’s position af-
ter being shuttled at t = 15ns.

700 mV on the clavier gates, which results in the fairly
harmonic confinement potential of Fig. 4. The difference
between these voltages is necessary due to the position
difference of the gates along the vertical direction. The
voltages are sinusoidally modulated, with a driving am-
plitude UAC

i = 280 mV, equal for all the shuttling gates
and a frequency ν = 35.7 MHz. At the initial time, an
electron—red dot in Fig. 4a— is assumed to be in the
orbital ground state of a chosen QD. As the potential
evolves as Eq. (1), the QD moves towards a point-like de-
fect, marked as a red star in Figs. 4a-b. Due to the large
orbital energy splitting of about 3 meV far away from the
defect, see Fig. 3a, the shuttling is nearly perfectly adia-
batic for this velocity. The charged defect poses a large
potential obstacle right in the middle of the channel, see
Fig. 4c. When the dot is swept over the defect, the QD
is effectively split into a double-dot, which induces a sud-
den drop in the orbital energy splitting and strong hy-
bridization of (instantaneous) orbital states. This gives
rise to non-adiabatic time evolution, i.e., population of
excited orbital electronic states (Landau–Zener type exci-
tation). Due to g-factor differences among orbital states,
this defect-induced process leads to spin-dephasing.

The occupation of the orbital states throughout the

FIG. 5. Occupation of the orbital excited states as 1 − p0,
after tracing out the spin state. Each data point corresponds
to the result of a single defect being placed at the center
of the channel with offsets in (a) the y-direction, (b) the z-
direction, with respect to the center of the QW, and (c) the
x-direction. The center of the channel in the x-direction is
defined as the mid-point between an upper and a lower clavier
gate. The numerical uncertainty floor, resulting from limited
computational resources, lies below 10−3. In the simulations
we used a strong driving amplitude (blue squares) and a weak
driving amplitude (orange triangles).

evolution of the system provides valuable information
about the strength of the interaction between the elec-
tron and the defect and the impact on the overall de-
phasing. This magnitude is also necessary to reconstruct
the electron’s density matrix in the Schrödinger frame
(as opposed to the adiabatic formalism employed for the
simulations) using the instantaneous eigenstate expan-
sion (5) and its density matrix equivalent in the Lind-
blad formalism. The occupation of the orbital state |l⟩
is given by the diagonal elements of the density matrix
pl = ρl↑,l↑+ρl↓,l↓ = Tr [ρ|l(t)⟩⟨l(t)|]. Throughout the evo-
lution of the system, this quantity varies, but the largest
variation occurs when the electron interacts with the de-
fect. In Fig. 5 we show the minimum of the coefficient
p0—that is, the occupation of the orbital ground state at
the point of maximal excitation—for different positions
of the defect within the shuttling channel. Here we also
show the effects of the strength of the electric confinement
by comparing two different driving amplitudes: A strong
driving amplitude UAC

i = 280 mV for all gates Si; and a
weak driving amplitude UAC

i = 100 mV. In Fig. 5a, the
orbital excitation is maximal when the defect is located
at the center of the channel, with y = 0 nm, z = 0nm
and x = 35 nm. This corresponds to a defect under the
center of one of the upper clavier gates, as in Fig. 4. For
other positions of the defect along the y-direction, the
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FIG. 6. Expected dephasing after interaction with the defect
and subsequent relaxation. Regardless of the position of the
defect, the expected dephasing has always been evaluated at
the same time t = 28 ns, long after interaction with the defect
(electron in orbital ground state). Panels (a-c) correspond to
defect offsets along the y-, z- and x-direction, respectively,
with y = 0nm being the center of the QuBus, x = 0nm the
midpoint between two clavier gates and z = 0nm the center
of the QW. Here we have assumed a magnetic field of 0.5T.
Results are shown for both strong (blue squares) and weak
(orange triangles) confinement, respectively.

probability of occupation of the excited orbital states de-
cays exponentially as a function of the distance from the
center of the channel. Similarly, Fig. 5b shows that when
the defect is kept at y = 0nm while varying its vertical
position either towards the gates (z > 0nm) or towards
the substrate (z < 0 nm), the occupation probability also
decays exponentially, but with different rates, depend-
ing on whether the defect is inside the Si channel or in
the SiGe part of the heterostructure. Most interestingly,
when the defect is kept at the center of the shuttling chan-
nel y = 0 nm and z = 0 nm but at varying longitudinal
position x, as in Fig. 5c, we observe a strong dependence
on the location of the clavier gates: A defect under an
upper gate has a stronger influence on the orbital char-
acter of the envelope wave function than a defect un-
der a lower clavier gate. Even though there is only one
more oxide layer of 5 nm thickness differentiating the two
clavier gate heights, this small difference changes the im-
pact on the orbital excitation by more than three orders
of magnitude, revealing unexpected levels of sensitivity.
The impact of the defect is less pronounced when the con-
finement is stronger. A stronger confinement, either due
to a larger potential or to a closer clavier gate, ensures a
large orbital energy gap, thus reducing the chance of an
orbital excitation when the electron meets the defect.

Due to g-factor differences between orbital levels, ex-

cited orbital state components will experience a modified
phase evolution that differs from that of the ground state
component. This difference starts at excitation—i.e., at
the position of the defect—and is short lived due to the
fast relaxation rate after interaction with the defect, i.e.,
when the orbital energy levels are split apart. Since the
orbital relaxation process is non-deterministic, this accu-
mulated phase difference will be a random quantity in a
measurement. Nevertheless, the numerical treatment of
this simulation using the Lindblad equation allows us to
estimate the expected dephasing ⟨θ⟩ after the evolution
by evaluating the coherences, i.e, the off-diagonal ele-
ments of the density matrix. The expected dephasing ⟨θ⟩
is then the phase of the ensemble-averaged spin-only co-
herence across all possible phonon-induced trajectories.
We define this quantity as the argument of the coher-
ences of the spin-only density matrix, after tracing out
the orbital part

⟨θ⟩ = Arg (⟨↑ |Trorb [ρ] | ↓⟩)

= Arg
(
Trorb [ρ]↑↓

)
= Arg (ρs,↑↓) . (12)

We evaluate this quantity at the end of the evolution, far
from the defect and long after the system has reached
orbital equilibrium.

Not surprisingly, Fig. 6 shows that the dephasing dis-
plays a similar behavior as the strength of the orbital
excitation: A higher probability of excitation results in
a longer occupation of an excited orbital and therefore
in a larger accumulated phase. Similarly as in Fig. 5,
the dephasing is larger when the defect is in the middle
of the channel, and the magnitude of the expected phase
decreases as the defect is placed farther from the center of
the channel. Interestingly, the magnitude of ⟨θ⟩ is on the
order of one degree in the case of weak confinement and
a defect at the very center of the channel and it drops to
below 10−3 degrees sufficiently far away from the shut-
tling lane, with a stronger driving amplitudes or when
the defect is below an upper clavier gate. This should
motivate the use of large driving amplitudes to mitigate
the effects of decoherence due to charged defects in the
channel, especially over long distances, as the probabil-
ity of encountering a defect increases and the expected
dephasing would also increase accordingly.

More illustrative are the plots in Fig. 7a-b, where we
show the expected dephasing at each point during the
time evolution for a strong and a weak driving ampli-
tude, respectively. In both cases the expected dephasing
increases sharply at the position of the defect, signal-
ing an orbital excitation, but the lower magnitude in the
strong drive case of Fig. 7a compared to the weak drive
case of Fig. 7b indicates a lower probability of excited
state occupation in the first case. After the interaction
with the defect, the system is in a superposition of or-
bital states, where the spin precession in the excited state
evolves at a higher rate than in the ground state. This
increases the expected dephasing ⟨θ⟩.
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FIG. 7. Expected dephasing as a function of time for (a) a
strong (UAC

i = 280mV) and (b) a weak driving amplitude
(UAC

i = 100mV). In both cases, the interaction with the de-
fect takes place at the same point (vertical red line). Panels
(c) and (d) show the coherences ρ1↑,1↓ corresponding to the
first excited orbital state for a strong and weak confinement,
respectively. In the simulations we assumed a constant mag-
netic field B = 0.5T.

As soon as the orbitals are excited, the relaxation
mechanism starts to take effect, decreasing the magni-
tude of the off-diagonal elements of the density matrix.
This drives the system from a pure to a mixed state. In
the strong confinement case, with UAC

i = 280mV, the
excitation is weak and the relaxation is very fast. During
the short time where the excited orbitals are occupied,
the coherences ρl↑,l↓ of the l-th excited orbital are also
populated, as shown in Fig. 7c-d, and the phase of these
quantities evolves according to the g-factor of the cor-
responding orbital, i.e., ρl↑,l↓ ∼ exp

(
−i

∫
dt glµBB/ℏ

)
.

The relaxation mechanism suppresses these coherences
and at each time step, the collapse operators of the Lind-
blad equation contribute to the coherence of the ground
orbital state ρ0↑,0↓ by a small amount proportional to the
excited orbital coherences. This results in an increase of
the ground state expected dephasing.

Since the expected dephasing ⟨θ⟩ is extracted by trac-
ing out the orbital states, as the orbital states are pop-
ulated, the expected dephasing increases. At the end
of the evolution, when the system has relaxed to the or-
bital ground state again, only the coherence of the orbital
ground state contributes to the total dephasing, hence
the rise and fall of the expected dephasing as a function

FIG. 8. Purity of the quantum state as a function of time
with a weak driving amplitude UAC

i = 100mV. As a measure
of purity, we evaluate (a) the linear entropy of the density
matrix and (b) the linear entropy after tracing out the orbital
part of the density matrix. The vertical red line marks the
position of the defect. The simulations were carried out for a
constant magnetic field B = 0.5T.

of time.
Due to the large orbital splitting and the lower prob-

ability of excitation in the strong drive case, the sys-
tem relaxes quickly to the ground state, terminating the
stochastic part of the phase evolution. In the case of weak
confinement, on the other hand, the smaller energy split-
ting results in slower relaxation rates. This, combined
with a larger occupation of the excited states, results in
a larger phase accumulation that does not decay again
until the phonon relaxation mechanism dominates the
interaction.

We evaluate the linear entropy SL(ρ) = 1 − Tr[ρ2]
as a measure of purity, which vanishes for pure states
and deviates from zero when the electron-phonon cou-
pling results in a probabilistic mixing of spin and orbital
states. From this measurement, we observe in Fig. 8a
a probabilistic mixing of the orbital states in the weak
case, with a driving amplitude UAC

i = 100mV. Interest-
ingly, the entropy, in the weak driving case, rises some
time after the first interaction with the defect. This indi-
cates that the relaxation mechanism only dominates the
electron-defect interaction around this point. The decay
in entropy can be explained by the same mechanism that
mixes the state: The relaxation mechanism brings the or-
bital part of the wave function to the ground state, which
is a pure state, leaving only traces of the mixture in the
spin component of the wave function.

Since we aim to encode quantum information in the
spin of an electron, and any measurements will only cap-
ture the spin state of the electron, and not the orbital
state, it is essential to evaluate the spin-fidelity, i.e., the
purity of the electron density matrix after tracing out
the orbital states. We thus evaluate the linear entropy
Sspin
L (ρ) = 1 − Tr[ρ2s], with ρs = Trorb[ρ]. In Fig. 8b we

observe a rise in the linear entropy as soon as the de-
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fect induces orbital mixing. The entropy then plateaus
until the onset of the relaxation mechanism. The differ-
ence between the initial rise in linear entropy and the
peak that occurs later in Fig. 8b shows the extent of the
defect interaction and the region with a slow relaxation
mechanism. During this time, the phase continues to
evolve at different rates for different orbital states. From
the moment the electron first interacts with the defect,
the spin state is no longer pure, but after the system re-
laxes to the ground state and the coherences of higher
orbitals have vanished, the electron transitions back to-
wards a more pure state. After the interaction with the
defect, some degree of mixture is still present in the spin
density function of the electron, which results in a loss of
coherence.

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented a simulation framework for coher-
ent spin shuttling in a QuBus device in the presence
of localized charge defects. Our approach combines a
realistic electrostatic model with time-dependent quan-
tum dynamics governed by a Lindblad equation includ-
ing a phonon-mediated orbital relaxation process. We
solved the equations of motion in the adiabatic frame-
work, reducing the computational cost of the problem.
Our model enables us to capture both coherent evolu-
tion and defect-induced dephasing. This goes beyond
previous numerical studies by explicitly including orbital
degrees of freedom, phonon-assisted relaxation, and spin
dephasing during transport.

Using this model, we quantified several figures of merit
for qubit shuttling performance. In particular, we ex-
tracted the expected spin dephasing arising from elec-
tron–defect interactions and demonstrated its strong de-
pendence on the drive amplitude and the gate geometry.
Our results show that electrostatic disorder generated by
proximal and sparse point-like charged defects might de-
grade shuttling performance depending on their volume
density in SiGe. Clean SiGe heterostructures, low global
magnetic fields and careful tuning of the driving poten-
tial amplitude provides an effective means to mitigate
spin-dephasing during shuttling.

For example, encountering a single negatively charged
defect during electron shuttling induces an expected spin
dephasing of approximately 2 degrees in the case of a
weak driving amplitude UAC

i = 100 mV and a mag-
netic field of B = 0.5 T (see Fig. 6). For such a
small dephasing, this translates into a shuttling fidelity
of F ≃ cos2 (⟨θ⟩/2) ≃ 0.9997. Assuming a volume den-
sity nd ≈ 1014cm−3 of charged defects at operation tem-
perature 100mK, the probability of encountering such a
charged defect over a shuttling distance of 10 µm is only
about 5%, provided a point-like charged defect and an ef-
fective cross section of the envelope wave function of the
electron spanning ∼ 60 nm2, in line with the regions of
large dephasing from Fig. 6. This leads to an ensemble-

averaged dephasing of only 0.1 degrees per 10 µm. As-
suming also a uniform defect distribution and indepen-
dent interactions, this expected dephasing scales linearly
at short distances. In order to reach a more critical spin-
dephasing of 5 or 10 degrees (where the fidelity would
drop to F ∼ 0.99), one would need to shuttle a distance
of approximately 500 µm or 1mm, respectively. If instead
the defect density increases by a factor of 10, the proba-
bility of an encounter per 10 µm rises to ∼ 50%, and the
expected dephasing becomes one degree over that same
distance. Lowering the magnetic field by an order of mag-
nitude could compensate for these effects. While this lin-
ear scaling provides useful intuition in the low-dephasing
regime, care must be taken when extrapolating further
as a nonlinear accumulation of phase errors can lead to
the breakdown of this simplified picture.

Overall, the framework developed here provides a ver-
satile tool for assessing the robustness of shuttling pro-
tocols against nanoscale disorder. Beyond the specific
case of point-like charge defects, our methodology can
be extended to study other sources of decoherence, such
as valley excitations and valley-orbit coupling, spin-orbit
coupling—which is a strong interaction in electron hole
Ge/SiGe systems—, magnetic noise and other forms
of electrostatic disorder, such as threading dislocations.
Moreover, while simulations of coherent shuttling in a
defect ensemble are computationally expensive, our sim-
ulation framework can shed light to these exploratory
ideas by simulating the quantum evolution of a mixed
state with different degrees of mixing.

As minimizing the defect density comes with many
challenges and shuttling over large distances may be the
unavoidable future of large-scale quantum computation,
our results highlight the importance of operational opti-
mization in addition to device design when engineering
scalable spin-shuttling architectures. In this way, this
tool offers both predictive power for experimental efforts
and guidance for the design of next-generation shuttling
devices that can meet the stringent requirements of large-
scale silicon-based quantum computing.

Future work will expand the simulation framework to
incorporate different types of sparse defects such as posi-
tively charged single-point defects, localized charge densi-
ties, and threading dislocations. Upcoming versions will
also include valley physics, including inter-valley exci-
tation and relaxation processes, and explicit spin-orbit
interactions, which are relevant mechanism in Ge/SiGe
spin-qubit devices. With these enhancements we aim to
improve the predictive capabilities of the model and aid
the design of more robust spin-qubit shuttle devices.
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Appendix A: Electrostatic model

We compute the electrostatic potential at the 2DEG
layer using COMSOL Multiphysics® with the Electro-
statics (es) interface in the stationary setting. Metal
gates are treated as equipotential conductors (Termi-
nal). For the gate potential simulations, we impose lat-
eral periodicity with ncells = 3; for the defect geometry,
we simulate ncells = 7 without periodicity and extract
the central three periods (two-period buffer on each side
to avoid boundary effects). Exterior sidewalls use the
charge-conservation (“zero charge”) condition. At mate-
rial interfaces, we apply standard conditions: Continu-
ity of the tangential electric field and, assuming the ab-
sence of surface charges, a continuous normal displace-
ment field, n × (E1 − E2) = 0 and n · (D1 − D2) = 0.
Permittivities are set per material, as seen in table III.
Geometry parameters of the simulated device are listed
in Tab. I and mesh parameters are given in Tab. II.

Appendix B: Methods

Our numerical analysis shows that the electron is well
confined in one of the QDs, and the orbitals occupied
during the evolution of the electron—even during the in-
teraction with the defect—are always single-QD orbitals.
This allows us to impose a cut-off of the Hilbert space and
solve the dynamics of the electron within the adiabatic
formalism.

We compute the potential using a spatial and tempo-
ral discretization that allows us to safely interpolate the
potential between time steps when needed without intro-
ducing numerical artifacts. For the case at hand, with
one point-like defect in the shuttling channel this implies
a spatial resolution of ∆x = 0.5nm and ∆y = 1 nm,
and a temporal resolution ∆t = 0.05 ns, meaning that
we generate a new set of potentials V (t) with different
gate voltages Ui(t) for every 50 ps of the time evolution.

As we solve the Lindblad equation in the adiabatic
framework we need to ensure that the numerical scheme
to solve the differential equation (10) converges. Using a
second-order Magnus expansion, convergence is achieved
when [51]

κad ≡ ∆t

∣∣∣∣∣ ⟨n(t)| Ḣ(t) |m(t)⟩
En(t)− Em(t)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≪ 1, (B1)

for all states {n,m}, which imposes a condition on the
length of the time step. Near the points where level cross-
ings occur, shorter time steps are required. Additionally,
due to the oscillating nature of the system in the adi-
abatic framework, we also impose a time step size that
meets the von Neumann stability criterion κω = ω∆t ≪
2, where ℏω is the largest relevant energy difference in-
volved in the evolution of the system. This typically re-
sults in evaluations of the potential outside of the initial
time grid, hence the need for time interpolation. Since
the evaluation of the convergence criteria κad and the so-
lution of the differential equation involve the evaluation
of the time derivative of the Hamiltonian, we use a cubic
spline interpolation to achieve a potential function that
is smooth and has a smooth derivative.

We chose the κad and κω that yield converged results
in a reasonable amount of time. For most defect positions
and both weak and strong driving amplitude, we enforce
κad ≤ 0.01 and κω ≤ 0.05. We monitor these quantities
at each time step. If the inequalities are not satisfied, we
shorten the duration of the time step recursively. Like-
wise, we increase the time step when possible to speed
up the simulations. Simultaneously, at each time step we
evaluate the relaxation rates using Eq. (8).

Given a linear differential equation with a time depen-
dent coefficient matrix

dy(t)

dt
= A(t)y(t), (B2)

the formal solution reads

y(t) = exp (Ω(t))y(0). (B3)

The generator Ω(t) can be expanded in an infinite se-
ries involving a series of integrals of A(t). The Magnus
expansion [52] up to second order in the time step con-
sists of truncating the expansion after the second term,
resulting in

Ω(t) ≃
∫ t

0

A(τ)dτ +
1

2

∫ t

0

∫ τ1

0

[A(τ1), A(τ2)]dτ2 dτ1.

(B4)

When solving a Lindblad equation using this method,
if the dissipative dynamics dominates over the coherent
component of the time-evolution, numerical evaluation
of the matrix exponential can become unstable in finite
precision arithmetics. In order to avoid these numeri-
cal artifacts in the steps where the relaxation rates are
very large, we use a Trotter-Suzuki approximation, where
we separate the coherent operators and the decoherence
terms and exponentiate them separately.

At each step of the evolution we keep track of the den-
sity matrix elements to evaluate the figures of merit pre-
sented in the main text.
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Hardware parameter Value (nm)

Widths
Lower metal gate width 65
Upper metal width 65
Inter-gate gap 5
Gate pitch 70
Total width of all cells ncells · 280
Heights
Upper SiGe thickness 30
Lower SiGe thickness 1000
Si quantum well thickness 7
Si cap 1.5
Gate oxide 5
Lower metal thickness 27
Upper metal thickness 34
Screening metal thickness 10
Heterostructure stack height 1038.5

Depths
Screening region depth 100
Channel depth 200
Gate overhang past channel 20
Total depth 400

TABLE I. Blueprint geometry parameters used in all COMSOL runs, independent of boundary conditions. All
widths/heights/depths are in nanometers (nm). The lateral span obeys wtot = ncells · 280 nm, where a cell is a set of four
clavier gates. For the gate potential, we apply periodic boundary conditions with ncells = 3 (three periods). For the defect case,
PBCs are not used; we simulate ncells = 7 periods and extract fields from the central three periods, keeping two periods on
each side as buffer. In both cases, outputs correspond to three periods of mesh at the QW level, which is sufficient to simulate
shuttling across one full unit cell without any cropping.

Mesh parameter Gates Defect

Calibrate for General
physics

General
physics

Predefined setting Finer Custom
Maximum element size 108 122
Minimum element size 7.84 0.22
Maximum element growth rate 1.4 1.3
Curvature factor 0.4 0.2
Resolution of narrow regions 0.7 1

TABLE II. Finite-element mesh settings for the two simu-
lation variants. A finer mesh is needed for capturing the
features of the point-like defect accurately. Element sizes are
in nanometers (nm).

Material Rel. permittivity

SiGe 13.2
Si 12
SiO2 6
Metals 1

TABLE III. Relative permittivities of the materials used.
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