arXiv:2005.02286v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 5 May 2020

Reducing the impact of radioactivity on quantum circuits in a deep-underground facility

L. Cardani,^{1, ∗} F. Valenti,^{2, 3, †} N. Casali,^1 G. Catelani,^4 T. Charpentier,^2 M. Clemenza,^{5, 6} I. Colantoni,^{1, 7} A. Cruciani,^1 L. Gironi,^{5, 6} L. Grünhaupt,^2 D. Gusenkova,^2 F. Henriques,^2 M. Lagoin,^2 M. Martinez,^8 G. Pettinari,^9 C. Rusconi,^{10, 11} O. Sander,^3 A. V. Ustinov,^{2, 12, 13} M. Weber,^3 W. Wernsdorfer,^{2, 14, 15} M. Vignati,^{1, 16} S. Pirro,^{10} and I. M. Pop^{2, 14, ‡} 1INFN Sezione di Roma, 00185 Roma, Italy 2PHI, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76131 Karlsruhe, Germany 3IPE, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76344 Eggenstein-Leopoldshafen, Germany 4JARA Institute for Quantum Information, Forschungszentrum Jülich, 52425 Jülich, Germany 5Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Milano - Bicocca, 20126 Milano, Italy 6INFN Sezione di Milano - Bicocca, 20126 Milano, Italy 7Istituto di Nanotecnologia, Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche, c/o Dip. Fisica, Sapienza Università di Roma, 00185, Roma, Italy 8Fundación ARAID and Centro de Astropartículas y Física de Altas Energías, Universidad de Zaragoza, Zaragoza 50009, Spain 9Institute for Photonics and Nanotechnologies, National Research Council, 00156 Rome, Italy 10INFN Laboratori Nazionali del Gran Sasso, 67100 Assergi, Italy 11Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of South Carolina, 29208 Columbia, USA 12National University of Science and Technology MISIS, 119049 Moscow, Russia 13Russian Quantum Center, Skolkovo, 143025 Moscow, Russia 14IQMT, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76344 Eggenstein-Leopoldshafen, Germany 15Institut Néel, CNRS and Université Joseph Fourier, Grenoble, France 16Dipartimento di Fisica, Sapienza Università di Roma, 00185, Roma, Italy (Dated: May 6, 2020)

As quantum coherence times of superconducting circuits have increased from nanoseconds to hundreds of microseconds, they are currently one of the leading platforms for quantum information processing. However, coherence needs to further improve by orders of magnitude to reduce the prohibitive hardware overhead of current error correction schemes. Reaching this goal hinges on reducing the density of broken Cooper pairs, so-called quasiparticles. Here, we show that environmental radioactivity is a significant source of nonequilibrium quasiparticles. Moreover, ionizing radiation introduces time-correlated quasiparticle bursts in resonators on the same chip, further complicating quantum error correction. Operating in a deep-underground lead-shielded cryostat decreases the quasiparticle burst rate by a factor fifty and reduces dissipation up to a factor four, showcasing the importance of radiation abatement in future solid-state quantum hardware.

Quantum technologies based on solid-state devices are attracting a growing interest in both academic and industrial research communities, because they offer the tantalizing prospect of engineering quantum mechanical effects by using superconducting and semiconducting building blocks reminiscent of classical integrated circuits [1–3]. Although a daunting technological challenge, macroscopic components such as capacitors, inductors, and Josephson junctions can be inter-connected and assembled in complex quantum circuits, as recently proven by the operation of processors consisting of tens of quantum bits (qubits) [4–7]. While these pioneering implementations showcase the advantages of solid-state platforms, one of their main challenges for future development, increasing quantum coherence, stems from the difficulty in decoupling from various noisy environments [2]; be that dielectric defects, magnetic moments, trapped

∗ laura.cardani@roma1.infn.it † First two authors contributed equally. ‡ ioan.pop@kit.edu

charges and vortices, spurious electromagnetic modes, or excess quasiparticles (QPs).

Quasiparticles, which can be viewed as broken Cooper pairs, degrade the performance of superconducting circuits in two ways [8]: their presence introduces dissipation, and fluctuations in their numbers give rise to noise. Although QPs are particularly damaging in circuits employing the high kinetic inductance of Cooper pairs [9– 11], often constituting the dominant source of decoherence, we will argue below that QPs can be an indicator of a more generally damaging noise source for solid-state hardware, namely radioactivity. Even a single interaction with a gamma ray, or a muon, can release up to ∼ 1 MeV in the device substrate [12, Section 33], in the form of high-energy phonons. This energy is orders of magnitude larger than the semiconducting or superconducting gap of device materials. While the resulting QPs constitute the signal for several types of superconducting detectors used in particle physics and astrophysics [13– 17], radioactivity has so far received little attention as a possible source of decoherence in solid state quantum hardware.

0 100 200 −δf0, A (kHz)

0 50 100 150 200

0 50 100 150 200

−δf0, C (kHz) t (s) δf0, A (kHz)

A

B

C

600×10 μm^2

1000×40 μm^2

420×5 μm^2 f0 ≃ 7.3 GHz

f0 ≃ 7.4 GHz

f0 ≃ 7.7 GHz a

2 mm

Full Al2O3 chip size: 15×8 mm^2 b

d c

Energy absorbed in the resonator, δE (eV)

Counts / s

−δf0, B (kHz)

Resonator A Resonator B Resonator C

10^6 ×δxQP, A

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5

-600

-400

-200 0

δxQP = −4^{δf0}_{f0}

Binning: 5 eV

300 200 100 0

1 10 100 1000

10^{−4}

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

Counts / s

10^6×δx_{QP}

100 1000

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

10^{−1}

Binning: 5×10^{−5} 10^{−4}

Figure 1. Quasiparticle bursts and deposited energy in grAl resonators. a, Photograph of the central part of the sapphire chip, supporting three 20 nm thick grAl resonators, labeled A, B, and C. b, Overlay of ten measured time traces for the resonant frequency shift δf0 of resonator A. Similarly to Refs. [10, 14, 18], quasiparticle (QP) bursts appear as sudden drops, given by the sharp rise in kinetic inductance, followed by a relaxation tail. The y-axis on the right hand side shows the corresponding fractional quasiparticle density shift δxQP = −4δf0/f0. For clarity, the shown traces are selected to contain a QP burst; on average, only one trace in 10 contains a QP burst. To highlight the fact that QP bursts are correlated in time, in panel c we plot the measured frequency shifts of resonator B (upward triangles) and C (downward triangles) versus the frequency shift of resonator A. Colored markers correspond to values above threshold, with the threshold defined as two standard deviations of the baseline fluctuations (cf. Suppl. Mat.). Therefore, each colored marker depicts a time correlated QP burst between resonators A-B (orange) and A-C (green). d, Estimated distribution of the energy absorbed in the resonators δE = δxQPΔ_{grAl}nCP V , calculated from the measured δxQP shown in the inset, where Δ_{grAl} ≃ 300 μeV is the grAl superconducting gap, and nCP = 4×10^6 μm^{−3} is the volume density of Cooper pairs, and V is the volume of each resonator. For each burst, the energy deposited in the substrate is estimated to be 10^3 −10^4 times greater than δE (cf. Suppl. Mat.). The total QP burst rate ΓB is obtained by counting all bursts above the common threshold δxQP = 5×10^{−5}.

Remarkably, Ref. [19] has recently shown that the coherence limit imposed by ionizing radiation for transmon type qubits is in the millisecond range, only one order of magnitude above the state-of-the-art. Moreover, as dielectric losses are steadily decreased [20, 21], further improving the coherence of solid-state devices will soon hinge on the reduction of QPs, and more generally on ionizing radiation abatement. Here, we demonstrate that by reducing radioactivity we lower the internal dissipation in superconducting microwave resonators by factors two to four, and the QP burst rate by a factor fifty. This was achieved by a combination of material selection and cleaning, and by shielding under the 1.4 km granite layer at the Gran Sasso National Laboratory (L’Aquila, Italy), corresponding to a 3.6 km water equivalent.

In thermal equilibrium, at typical operational temperatures of 20 to 50 mK, QPs should be an extremely rare occurrence in commonly used materials such as Al and Nb, with critical temperatures well above 1 K. However, the detrimental effects of non-equilibrium QPs are routinely observed in a variety of devices [9, 18, 22–32], including the microwave resonators used in this work (cf. Fig. 1). The multifarious QP sources include stray infrared radiation [24, 32], high-power microwave drive [33], and phonons in the device substrate [34–36] resulting from environmental or cosmic radioactivity. The latter is potentially damaging for any solid-state quantum hardware, not only superconducting, as it can give rise to correlated energy bursts in devices on the same chip. Indeed, in the case of superconducting resonators, high energy phonons in the device substrate produce correlated QP spikes orders of magnitude above the baseline [14, 15], visible as abrupt frequency drops (see Fig. 1b and c). Even though the rate of these bursts appears to be modest, one every few seconds [9, 10, 14], the ensuing relatively long-lasting and correlated effects can hinder quantum error correction protocols.

Stacked Pb bricks

Granite

Cu Cu (acid cleaned) Al μ-metal

Glue (Ag paste or vacuum grease)

Karlsruhe ( 07/2018 ) Rome ( 07/2019, 11/2019 ) Gran Sasso ( 04/2019 )

1.4 km highway A24 tunnel cryostat

25 mK

ThO2 source (on/off)

Cryostat body (steel)

30 mK

20 mK

grAl resonators Al2O3 substrate Al foil

IN OUT -40 dB

OUT IN

IN OUT

-20 dB

-35 dB

-30 dB

-40 dB

-30 dB

Figure 2. Three different setups with various degrees of shielding against ionizing radiation. Schematic halfsections of the setups, in Karlsruhe, Rome, and Gran Sasso, denoted K, R, and G, respectively. The measurement dates for each setup are indicated in the top labels. The sapphire chip is glued to a copper waveguide using either silver paste (K and R, magenta) or vacuum grease (G and R, blue). A circulator routes the attenuated input signal to the sample holder, and the reflected output signal to an isolator and an amplification chain (cf. Suppl. Mat.). In the R and G setups, the waveguide is etched with citric acid to remove possibly radioactive contaminants. The G setup, located under 1.4 km of granite (3.6 km water equivalent) is operated in three configurations. First, the cryostat is surrounded by a 10 cm thick wall of lead bricks. Two days later, the bricks were removed. Finally, we added a ThO2 radioactive source next to the cryostat body (cf. red arrow).

Superconducting circuits can be sensitive to a variety of radioactive sources, depending, among others, on the distance from the device, penetrating power, spectral distribution, and shielding. So-called far sources consist of cosmic rays, mainly muons at a rate of ∼1 cm^{−2}min^{−1}, as well as decay products of location-specific contaminants. Even when far sources can be shielded, using e.g. Pb screens or underground facilities, near sources such as residues from handling and machining, or radioactive isotopes in the sample holder and the sample itself might need to be mitigated by material selection and decontamination.

We use high kinetic inductance granular Aluminum (grAl) superconducting resonators (see Fig. 1a) as a sensitive QP probe, following the principle of kinetic inductance detectors [13]. Shifts in their resonant frequency f^{−1}_0 = 2π √ LC, where C is the capacitance of the mode, directly reflect changes in the inductance δL/L = −(2/α)δf_0/f_0, where α is the ratio of kinetic inductance over the total inductance. In the case of high kinetic inductance materials such as grAl, where the geometric inductance can be neglected [10], the measured relative frequency shift informs on the corresponding change in the number of QPs with respect to the number of Cooper pairs: δx_{QP} = 2δL/L = −4δf_0/f_0.

The resonators were fabricated using optical lithography on a 1.2 cm^2 and 330 μm thick sapphire substrate. Their dimensions and corresponding resonant frequencies f_0 are listed in Fig. 1a. The measurements were performed in a magnetically shielded and infrared filtered environment [11, 37], at low signal drive powers, in the range of n̄ = 1 circulating photons, which are the typical conditions for quantum circuits. Furthermore, we used a 3D waveguide sample holder [38] in order to minimize the electric field density at the interfaces and reduce coupling to dielectric losses [39]. Under these conditions, losses in grAl resonators are dominated by non-equilibrium QPs [36]. Using shielding and filtering against stray infrared photons [24, 32], the QP population can be reduced to levels at which the contribution from radioactivity is dominant, making grAl resonators an effective diagnostics tool.

In Fig. 1b we show typical time traces for the frequency shift δf_0 of resonator A, measured in a cryostat above ground. We observe abrupt drops of f_0, indicative of a QP burst in the resonator film, followed by a relaxation tail, associated with QP recombination and diffusion, similarly to Refs. [10, 14, 15, 18], one every ∼ 10 s. We interpret them as the aftermath of ionizing events in the substrate, causing an energy release in the form of phonons, which in turn produce QPs. Indeed, as shown in Fig. 1c and in Suppl. Mat., most QP bursts in resonator A are correlated with those in resonators B and C, proving the key role played by substrate phonons [15]. Notice that although resonator C is twice as far from resonator A compared to B, the correlation plot does not appear qualitatively different, indicating that in our present geometry QP bursts are time-correlated over at least 10 mm^2 areas of the chip, similarly to Refs. [14, 15]. The histogram of the QP burst rate as a function of the energy absorbed in the resonators is shown in Fig. 1d. We estimate the efficiency of phonon absorption from the substrate into the resonators to be 10^{−3}−10^{−4}, placing the energy deposited in the substrate by each ionizing impact in the keV-MeV range (cf. Suppl. Mat.).

In the following, we will use the QP burst rate as an indicator of the ionizing radiation flux, while we perform various combinations of material selection, cleaning, and shielding. The three setups, located in Karlsruhe, Rome, and Gran Sasso, denoted by K, R, and G, are schematized in Fig. 2, and the dates of the four measurement runs are indicated by the top labels. The corresponding measured QP burst rates and internal quality factors of the resonators are listed in Fig. 3.

Both the K and R setups are located above ground. The K setup is typical for superconducting circuit experiments and features additional magnetic shielding compared to the R setup, consisting of a superconducting and a μ-metal barrel encasing the waveguide. In the R setup, designed to minimize the contribution to radioactivity from near sources, we cleaned the sample holder and its mounting parts with citric acid and hydrogen peroxide to reduce surface contamination, we removed the potentially radioactive indium wire used for sealing the cooper cap, and we substituted lead soldering with more radiopure Araldite glue. To compare the results from the three setups, we performed two runs in the R setup, using either the potentially more contaminated silver paste (as in K), or radiopure vacuum grease (as in G) to glue the sapphire chip to the copper waveguide.

In order to reduce the radioactivity contribution from far sources as well, the cleaned assembly used in the R setup is also used in the G setup. Here, the 3.6 km water equivalent of rock overburden reduces the cosmic ray flux by six orders of magnitude. In a first measurement run, the cryostat is surrounded by a wall of 10 cm thick Pb bricks. We perform two additional measurements by first removing the bricks, and then exposing the cryostat to a 232Th source in the form of ThO_2.

The QP burst rate (cf. Fig. 3, top) measured in the R setup is lower than that measured in the K setup, with a better suppression using vacuum grease instead of silver paste to glue the chip. The strongest suppression, up to a factor fifty, is achieved in the G setup, proving the preponderance of far radioactive sources. Removing the lead shielding increases the burst rate by a factor two, and adding the ThO_2 source increase the rate beyond above ground levels, confirming the radioactive origin of the bursts. The internal quality factors (cf. Fig. 3, bottom) are anticorrelated with the burst rates between above and underground measurements, achieving up to a fourfold increase in the G setup. Notice that the burst rate is not simply a proxy for the quality factor, as indicated by the fact that the quality factor in the G setup

1 10 100

ΓB (mHz)

K R G K R G K R G

10^4

10^5

Qi @ n̄ = 1 silver paste vacuum grease lead off ThO2

Resonator A Resonator B Resonator C

Figure 3. Effect of ionizing radiation shielding on resonator performance. Quasiparticle burst rate (ΓB , top) and internal quality factor at single photon drive (Qi, bottom) for all resonators and setups. When the sample is cleaned and tested in the R setup, the measured ΓB and Qi values are comparable to those obtained in K. Nevertheless, we observe a consistent lowering of ΓB when using vacuum grease instead of Ag paste. Measurements in the G setup show a reduction in QP burst rate ΓB (factor fifty) and dissipation (up to a factor four). In G, removing the lead shielding increases ΓB by a factor two. Adding a ThO2 radioactive source next to the cryostat body yields a ΓB greater than the one measured above ground, and decreases the internal quality factor Qi by 18±3%. Error bars are not shown when smaller than the marker size. The chronological order of measurements in the three different setups is indicated by the dotted gray arrows.

only decreased by ∼ 20% when the QP burst rate was increased by two orders of magnitude by using the ThO_2 source. This shows that different radiation sources (i.e. ThO_2 and cosmic rays) affect the device in different ways, so more detailed studies of various sources are needed.

In conclusion, we showed that the performance of superconducting circuits at the current level of coherence can be significantly degraded by environmental radioactivity in a typical above ground setting, in particular due to ionizing interactions in the device substrate. We demonstrated that the rate of correlated quasiparticle bursts is reduced by up to a factor fifty by shielding in a deep-undeground facility and by a radioactive decontamination in the near environment of the sample. Furthermore, the quality factors of high kinetic inductance superconducting resonators improved up to a factor four with respect to above ground values.

These first observations highlight the need for a systematic assessment of radioactive sources which can produce energy bursts in solid state quantum hardware, as well as for a better understanding of the relevant chains of mechanisms, such as the creation of electron-hole pairs, and the excitation of high energy phonons, which potentially limit the performance of superconducting and semiconducting devices. The effectiveness of radiation abatement and phonon damping solutions, such as phonon traps [36, 40], will determine whether the next generation of solid state quantum processors will need to be operated in deep-underground facilities.

We are grateful to M. Devoret, R. McDermott, A. Monfardini and M. Calvo for insightful discussions. We acknowledge M. Iannone for his help in designing and fabricating the components for the microwave readout in the underground cryogenic facility, and M. Guetti for the installation of the RF cables and for the assistance in the cryogenic operations. We thank M. Perego, E. Tatananni, A. Rotilio, A. Corsi, B. Romualdi, L. Radtke, S. Diewald, and A. Lukashenko for technical support.

This work was funded by INFN under Grant73-Demetra, by the European Research Council (FP7/2007-2013) under contract CALDER no. 335359, by the Alexander von Humboldt foundation in the framework of a Sofja Kovalevskaja award endowed by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research, and by the Initiative and Networking Fund of the Helmholtz Association, within the Helmholtz future project scalable solid state quantum computing. AVU acknowledges partial support from the Ministry of Education and Science of Russian Federation in the framework of the Increase Competitiveness Program of the National University of Science and Technology MISIS (Grant No. K2-2017-081). This work makes use of the Arby software for Geant4-based Monte Carlo simulations, that has been developed in the framework of the Milano - Bicocca R&D activities, maintained by O. Cremonesi and S. Pozzi.

[1] X. Gu, A. Frisk Kockum, A. Miranowicz, Y. Liu, and F. Nori, “Microwave photonics with superconducting quantum circuits.” Physics Reports 718-719, 1 – 102 (2017).

[2] P. Krantz, M. Kjaergaard, F. Yan, T. P. Orlando, S. Gustavsson, and W. D. Oliver, “A quantum engineer’s guide to superconducting qubits.” Applied Physics Reviews 6, 021318 (2019).

[3] G. Burkard, M. J. Gullans, X. Mi, and J. R. Petta, “Superconductor–semiconductor hybrid-circuit quantum electrodynamics.” Nature Reviews Physics 2, 129–140 (2020).

[4] J. S. Otterbach, R. Manenti, N. Alidoust, A. Bestwick, M. Block, B. Bloom, S. Caldwell, N. Didier, E. Schuyler Fried, S. Hong, P. Karalekas, C. B. Osborn, A. Papageorge, E. C. Peterson, G. Prawiroatmodjo, N. Rubin, Colm A. Ryan, D. Scarabelli, M. Scheer, E. A. Sete, P. Sivarajah, Robert S. Smith, A. Staley, N. Tezak, W. J. Zeng, A. Hudson, Blake R. Johnson, M. Reagor, M. P. da Silva, and C. Rigetti, “Unsupervised machine learning on a hybrid quantum computer.” arXiv:1712.05771 (2017).

[5] C. Song, K. Xu, W. Liu, C. Yang, S. Zheng, H. Deng, Q. Xie, K. Huang, Q. Guo, L. Zhang, P. Zhang, D. Xu, D. Zheng, X. Zhu, H. Wang, Y.-A. Chen, C.-Y. Lu, S. Han, and J. Pan, “10-qubit entanglement and parallel logic operations with a superconducting circuit.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 180511 (2017).

[6] Y. Wang, Y. Li, Z. Yin, and B. Zeng, “16-qubit IBM universal quantum computer can be fully entangled.” npj Quantum Information 4, 46 (2018).

[7] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, Da. Bacon, Jo. C.

Bardin, R. Barends, R. Biswas, S. Boixo, F. G. S. L. Brandao, D. A. Buell, B. Burkett, Y. Chen, Z. Chen, B. Chiaro, R. Collins, W. Courtney, A. Dunsworth, E. Farhi, B. Foxen, A. Fowler, C. Gidney, M. Giustina, R. Graff, K. Guerin, S. Habegger, M. P. Harrigan, M. J. Hartmann, A. Ho, M. Hoffmann, T. Huang, T. S. Humble, S. V. Isakov, E. Jeffrey, Z. Jiang, D. Kafri, K. Kechedzhi, J. Kelly, P. V. Klimov, S. Knysh, A. Korotkov, F. Kostritsa, D. Landhuis, M. Lindmark, E. Lucero, D. Lyakh, S. Mandrà, J. R. Mc- Clean, M. McEwen, A. Megrant, X. Mi, K. Michielsen, M. Mohseni, J. Mutus, O. Naaman, M. Neeley, C. Neill, Murphy Y. Niu, E. Ostby, A. Petukhov, J. C. Platt, C. Quintana, E. G. Rieffel, P. Roushan, N. C. Rubin, D. Sank, K. J. Satzinger, V. Smelyanskiy, K. J. Sung, M. D. Trevithick, A. Vainsencher, B. Villalonga, T. White, Z. J. Yao, P. Yeh, A. Zalcman, H. Neven, and J. M. Martinis, “Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor.” Nature 574, 505–510 (2019).

[8] G. Catelani, R. J. Schoelkopf, M. H. Devoret, and L. I.

Glazman, “Relaxation and frequency shifts induced by quasiparticles in superconducting qubits.” Phys. Rev. B 84, 064517 (2011).

[9] P. J. de Visser, J. J. A. Baselmans, P. Diener, S. J. C.

Yates, A. Endo, and T. M. Klapwijk, “Number fluctuations of sparse quasiparticles in a superconductor.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 167004 (2011).

[10] L. Grünhaupt, N. Maleeva, S. T. Skacel, M. Calvo, F. Levy-Bertrand, Alexey V. Ustinov, H. Rotzinger, A. Monfardini, G. Catelani, and I. M. Pop, “Loss mechanisms and quasiparticle dynamics in superconducting microwave resonators made of thin-film granular aluminum.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 117001 (2018).

[11] L. Grünhaupt, M. Spiecker, D. Gusenkova, N. Maleeva, S. T. Skacel, I. Takmakov, F. Valenti, P. Winkel, H. Rotzinger, W. Wernsdorfer, A. V. Ustinov, and Ioan M. Pop, “Granular aluminium as a superconducting material for high-impedance quantum circuits.” Nature Materials 18, 816–819 (2019).

[12] M. Tanabashi et al. (Particle Data Group), “Review of Particle Physics,” Phys. Rev. D98, 030001 (2018).

[13] P. K. Day, H. G. LeDuc, B. A. Mazin, A. Vayonakis, and J. Zmuidzinas, “A broadband superconducting detector suitable for use in large arrays.” Nature 425, 817–821 (2003).

[14] L. J. Swenson, A. Cruciani, A. Benoit, M. Roesch, C. S.

Yung, A. Bideaud, and A. Monfardini, “High-speed phonon imaging using frequency-multiplexed kinetic inductance detectors.” Applied Physics Letters 96, 263511

(2010).

[15] D. C. Moore, S. R. Golwala, B. Bumble, B. Cornell, P. K. Day, H. G. LeDuc, and J. Zmuidzinas, “Position and energy-resolved particle detection using phononmediated microwave kinetic inductance detectors.” Applied Physics Letters 100, 232601 (2012).

[16] J. Zmuidzinas, “Superconducting microresonators:

physics and applications.” Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics 3, 169–214 (2012).

[17] G. Ulbricht, B. A. Mazin, P. Szypryt, A. B. Walter, C. Bockstiegel, and B. Bumble, “Highly multiplexible thermal kinetic inductance detectors for X-ray imaging spectroscopy.” Applied Physics Letters 106, 251103 (2015).

[18] C. Wang, Y. Y. Gao, I. M. Pop, U. Vool, C. Axline, T. Brecht, R. W. Heeres, L. Frunzio, M. H. Devoret, G. Catelani, L. I. Glazman, and R. J. Schoelkopf, “Measurement and control of quasiparticle dynamics in a superconducting qubit.” Nature Communications 5, 5836 (2014).

[19] A. Vepsäläinen, A. H. Karamlou, J. L. Orrell, A. S. Dogra, B. Loer, F. Vasconcelos, D. K. Kim, A. J. Melville, B. M. Niedzielski, J. L. Yoder, S. Gustavsson, J. A. Formaggio, B. A. VanDevender, and W. D. Oliver, “Impact of ionizing radiation on superconducting qubit coherence.” arXiv:2001.09190 (2020).

[20] J. M. Gambetta, C. E. Murray, Y. Fung, D. T. McClure, O. Dial, W. Shanks, J. W. Sleight, and M. Steffen, “Investigating surface loss effects in superconducting transmon qubits.” IEEE Transactions on Applied Superconductivity 27, 1–5 (2017).

[21] Alex P. M. Place, L. V. H. Rodgers, P. Mundada, B. M. Smitham, M. Fitzpatrick, Z. Leng, A. Premkumar, J. Bryon, S. Sussman, G. Cheng, T. Madhavan, H. K. Babla, B. Jaeck, A. Gyenis, N. Yao, R. J. Cava, N. P. de Leon, and A. A. Houck, “New material platform for superconducting transmon qubits with coherence times exceeding 0.3 milliseconds.” arXiv:2003.00024 (2020).

[22] J. Aumentado, Mark W. Keller, John M. Martinis, and M. H. Devoret, “Nonequilibrium quasiparticles and 2e periodicity in single cooper pair transistors.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 066802 (2004).

[23] M. D. Shaw, R. M. Lutchyn, P. Delsing, and P. M.

Echternach, “Kinetics of nonequilibrium quasiparticle tunneling in superconducting charge qubits.” Phys. Rev. B 78, 024503 (2008).

[24] R. Barends, J. Wenner, M. Lenander, Y. Chen, R. C. Bialczak, J. Kelly, E. Lucero, P. O’Malley, M. Mariantoni, D. Sank, H. Wang, T. C. White, Y. Yin, J. Zhao, A. N. Cleland, John M. Martinis, and J. J. A. Baselmans, “Minimizing quasiparticle generation from stray infrared light in superconducting quantum circuits.” Applied Physics Letters 99, 113507 (2011).

[25] M. Zgirski, L. Bretheau, Q. Le Masne, H. Pothier, D. Esteve, and C. Urbina, “Evidence for long-lived quasiparticles trapped in superconducting point contacts.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 257003 (2011).

[26] D. Riste, C. C. Bultink, M. J. Tiggelman, R. N. Schouten, K. W. Lehnert, and L. DiCarlo, “Millisecond chargeparity fluctuations and induced decoherence in a superconducting transmon qubit.” Nature Communications 4 (2013).

[27] E. M. Levenson-Falk, F. Kos, R. Vijay, L. Glazman, and I. Siddiqi, “Single-quasiparticle trapping in aluminum nanobridge Josephson junctions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 047002 (2014).

[28] C. Janvier, L. Tosi, L. Bretheau, Ç. Ö. Girit, M. Stern, P. Bertet, P. Joyez, D. Vion, D. Esteve, M. F. Goffman, H. Pothier, and C. Urbina, “Coherent manipulation of andreev states in superconducting atomic contacts.” Science 349, 1199–1202 (2015).

[29] D. J. van Woerkom, A. Geresdi, and L. P. Kouwenhoven, “One minute parity lifetime of a NbTiN Cooperpair transistor.” Nature Physics 11, 547–550 (2015).

[30] S. Gustavsson, F. Yan, G. Catelani, J. Bylander, A. Kamal, J. Birenbaum, D. Hover, D. Rosenberg, G. Samach, A. P. Sears, S. J. Weber, J. L. Yoder, J. Clarke, A. J. Kerman, F. Yoshihara, Y. Nakamura, T. P. Orlando, and W. D. Oliver, “Suppressing relaxation in superconducting qubits by quasiparticle pumping.” Science 354, 1573– 1577 (2016).

[31] M. Hays, G. de Lange, K. Serniak, D. J. van Woerkom, D. Bouman, P. Krogstrup, J. Nygård, A. Geresdi, and M. H. Devoret, “Direct microwave measurement of Andreev-bound-state dynamics in a semiconductornanowire Josephson junction.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 047001 (2018).

[32] K. Serniak, M. Hays, G. de Lange, S. Diamond, S. Shankar, L. D. Burkhart, L. Frunzio, M. Houzet, and M. H. Devoret, “Hot nonequilibrium quasiparticles in transmon qubits.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 157701 (2018).

[33] P. J. de Visser, D. J. Goldie, P. Diener, S. Withington, J. J. A. Baselmans, and T. M. Klapwijk, “Evidence of a nonequilibrium distribution of quasiparticles in the microwave response of a superconducting aluminum resonator,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 047004 (2014).

[34] U. Patel, I. V. Pechenezhskiy, B. L. T. Plourde, M. G.

Vavilov, and R. McDermott, “Phonon-mediated quasiparticle poisoning of superconducting microwave resonators.” Phys. Rev. B 96, 220501 (2017).

[35] A. Bespalov, M. Houzet, J. S. Meyer, and Y. V. Nazarov, “Theoretical model to explain excess of quasiparticles in superconductors.” Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 117002 (2016).

[36] F. Henriques, F. Valenti, T. Charpentier, M. Lagoin, C. Gouriou, M. Martínez, L. Cardani, M. Vignati, L. Grünhaupt, D. Gusenkova, J. Ferrero, S. T. Skacel, W. Wernsdorfer, A. V. Ustinov, G. Catelani, O. Sander, and Ioan M. Pop, “Phonon traps reduce the quasiparticle density in superconducting circuits.” Applied Physics Letters 115, 212601 (2019).

[37] J. M. Kreikebaum, A. Dove, W. Livingston, E. Kim, and I Siddiqi, “Optimization of infrared and magnetic shielding of superconducting TiN and Al coplanar microwave resonators.” Superconductor Science and Technology 29, 104002 (2016).

[38] A. Kou, W. C. Smith, U. Vool, I. M. Pop, K. M. Sliwa, M. Hatridge, L. Frunzio, and M. H. Devoret, “Simultaneous monitoring of fluxonium qubits in a waveguide.” Phys. Rev. Applied 9, 064022 (2018).

[39] G. Calusine, A. Melville, W. Woods, R. Das, C. Stull, V. Bolkhovsky, D. Braje, D. Hover, D. K. Kim, X. Miloshi, D. Rosenberg, A. Sevi, J. L. Yoder, E. Dauler, and W. D. Oliver, “Analysis and mitigation of interface losses in trenched superconducting coplanar waveguide resonators.” Applied Physics Letters 112, 062601 (2018).

[40] K. Karatsu, A. Endo, J. Bueno, P. J. de Visser, R. Barends, D. J. Thoen, V. Murugesan, N. Tomita, and

J. J. A. Baselmans, “Mitigation of cosmic ray effect on microwave kinetic inductance detector arrays.” Applied Physics Letters 114, 032601 (2019).

[41] O. Bourrion, C. Vescovi, J. L Bouly, A. Benoit, M. Calvo, L. Gallin-Martel, J. F Macias-Perez, and A. Monfardini, “NIKEL: Electronics and data acquisition for kilopixels kinetic inductance camera.” Journal of Instrumentation 7, P07014–P07014 (2012).

[42] J. Hickish, Z. Abdurashidova, Z. Ali, K. D. Buch, S. C. Chaudhari, H. Chen, M. Dexter, R. S. Domagalski, J. Ford, . Foster, D. George, J. Greenberg, L. Greenhill, A. Isaacson, H. Jiang, G. Jones, F. Kapp, H. Kriel, R. Lacasse, A. Lutomirski, D. MacMahon, J. Manley, A. Martens, R. McCullough, M. V. Muley, W. New, A. Parsons, D. C. Price, R. A. Primiani, J. Ray, A. Siemion, V. Van Tonder, L. Vertatschitsch, M. Wagner, J. Weintroub, and D. Werthimer, “A decade of developing radio-astronomy instrumentation using CASPER open-source technology.” Journal of Astronomical Instrumentation 05, 1641001 (2016).

[43] S. Shahid, J. A. R. Ball, C. G. Wells, and P. Wen, “Reflection type Q-factor measurement using standard least squares methods.” IET Microwaves, Antennas & Propagation 5, 426 (2011).

[44] “GEANT-4: a toolkit for the simulation of the passage of particles through matter.” https://geant4.web.cern.ch.

[45] D. C. Moore, “A search for low-mass dark matter with the cryogenic dark matter search and the development of highly multiplexed phonon- mediated particle detectors.” Ph.D. thesis, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena (2012).

[46] L. Cardani, F. Bellini, N. Casali, M. Casellano, I. Colantoni, A. Coppolecchia, C. Cosmelli, A. Cruciani, A. D’Addabbo, S. Domizio, M. Martinez, C. Tomei, and M. Vignati, “New application of superconductors: High sensitivity cryogenic light detectors.” Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics 845, 338–341 (2016).

[47] L. Cardani, N. Casali, I. Colantoni, A. Cruciani, F. Bellini, M. G. Castellano, C. Cosmelli, A. D’Addabbo, S. Di Domizio, M. Martinez, C. Tomei, and M. Vignati, “High sensitivity phonon-mediated kinetic inductance detector with combined amplitude and phase readout.” Applied Physics Letters 110, 033504 (2017).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

I. SCHEMATICS OF MICROWAVE SETUPS

We show schematics of the microwave wiring for the K, R, and G setups in Fig. 4. The three setups are similar, with the notable difference that K is equipped with microwave and IR filters.

Sample

−30 dB

−10 dB

IR Filter

Sample

12 GHz

+40 dB

−20 dB

4 K 500 mk

25 mk

12 GHz

IR Filter

+40 dB VNA K R G

−35 dB

-30dB

Sample

+40 dB

−30 dB

4 K

20 mk

+40 dB VNA −30 dB

−40 dB

-30dB

+40 dB

−30 dB

4 K

30 mk

+40 dB VNA

Figure 4. Schematics of the input and output lines of the K, R and G setups. The displayed components are thermalized to the nearest temperature stage indicated above them.

II. SAMPLE MOUNTING AND CRYOSTAT SHIELDING

We show the sample mounting and the dilution cryostat of the G setup in Fig. 5.

20 cm μ-metal shield

Pb bricks

2 cm

1 cm vacuum grease a b c

barrel lid

Figure 5. Sample mounting and cryostat shielding. a, Copper waveguide without the cap. The sapphire chip is glued to the waveguide with vacuum grease (shown) or Ag paste. b, Mounting copper rod with capped waveguide screwed on. In the K setup, a Cu/Al bilayer barrel and a μ-metal barrel are screwed onto the lid, encapsulating the rod-waveguide ensemble. c, Dilution cryostat in the G setup. Notice the ∼2 mm thick μ-metal barrel and the wall of ∼ 20×10×5 cm^3 Pb bricks surrounding it.

III. FREQUENCY DRIFT OF THE RESONATORS OVER TIME We report the frequency drift over time of the three grAl resonators in Fig. 6. During a cooldown, the resonator frequency does not change; between cooldowns the chip is stored at room temperature and atmospheric pressure.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 Weeks

-100 -80 -60 -40 -20 0

Frequency drift (MHz)

Resonator A Resonator B Resonator C

K G R, vg R, sp

7.293158 7.243984 7.239192 7.193234

7.465360 7.419364 7.415607 7.369042

7.709244 7.658760 7.654537 7.610113

Resonant frequency (GHz)

Setup K (07/2018)

G (04/2019)

R, vg (07/2019)

R, sp (11/2019)

1.3 MHz / week

Figure 6. Frequency drift. Time evolution of the resonant frequencies of resonators A, B, and C over the four measurements runs. As a reference, we plot a linear negative drift of 1.3 MHz per week (red dashed line).

IV. MEASUREMENT OF CORRELATED BURSTS WITH A VNA

In order to investigate whether QP bursts are correlated in time, we measure time multiplexed traces of the phase response of two resonators by employing a Keysight E5071C Vector Network Analyzer (VNA). The method is summarized in Fig. 7. The time needed to switch between the two frequencies is the inverse of the IF bandwidth, 1/100 Hz = 10 ms. The time interval Δt between each pair of measured points is dominated by the time needed to transfer their values from the VNA to the measurement PC. We estimate it by dividing the total acquisition time by the number of acquired 2-point measurements, giving an effective sampling period Δt ≈ 0.3 s.

As discussed in the main text, the relaxation time after a QP burst is from tens to hundreds of milliseconds, depending on the setup. This time is short compared to the sampling period Δt, which implies that the QP bursts are sampled by at most two points along their relaxation tail. This method, while it has the advantage of being conceptually simple and possible to implement with off-the-shelf electronics, is restricted to measuring only two resonators at a time, and is clearly limited when it comes to evaluating the size of QP bursts and their exact position in time. These limitations can be overcome by using frequency domain multiplexing and custom designed electronics, similarly to Refs. [14, 15, 41, 42].

fA fA = f_{0,A@G}−285 kHz fC

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0 arg{S11 } (rads) a c

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 time (s)

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0 φ−φ(t = 0) @ fA

0.0

-0.2

-0.4

-0.6

-0.8 φ−φ(t = 0) @ fC

Resonator A

Resonator C

fC = f_{0,C@G}−260 kHz

Figure 7. Time multiplexed measurement of the phase response of two resonators using a Vector Network Analyzer (VNA). a, The phase response of the reflected signal vs. frequency (black line) is sampled at two points in the vicinity of the resonant frequency of the two resonators (blue and green). b, Time multiplexed phase response φA,C (t) = arg{S11}(fA,C , t) for resonators A and C vs. time in G with the ThO2 source. For clarity, we invert the sign of the right-hand y axis. The time interval between measurements at the two different frequencies is 10 ms. Bursts exceeding the two standard deviation threshold (horizontal dashed lines) for both resonators are highlighted by vertical dotted gray lines. The relaxation tail after the QP bursts is not resolved due to the fact that the time interval between successive measurements in each trace is relatively long, Δt ≈ 0.3 s (see text for details).

V. MEASUREMENT OF THE INTERNAL QUALITY FACTOR

We fit the complex reflection coefficient S_{11} of the resonators with the procedure detailed in Ref. [43] in order to extract the internal and coupling quality factors and the resonant frequency. We compute the average number of drive photons circulating in the resonators as n̄ = 4P_{cold}Q^2_l /(ℏω^2_0Q_c), where P_{cold} is the VNA probe power minus the nominal attenuation on the line down, Q_l and Q_c are the loaded and coupling quality factors, and ω_0 is the resonant frequency in radians per second. We set the IF bandwidth of the VNA to 10 kHz and we average for 500 times. We plot the results in Fig. 8.

-1 0 1 ℜ{S11 } -1.0

-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

ℑ{S11 }

-1 0 1 ℜ{S11 } -1.0

-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

-1 0 1 ℜ{S11 } -1.0

-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

ℑ{S11 }

-1 0 1 ℜ{S11 } -1.0

-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Resonator A Resonator C K G G + ThO_2 K G G + ThO_2

Figure 8. Measurement of the internal quality factor. Reflection coefficient of resonator A (left) and C (right), normalized to the sample holder response and plotted in the complex plane. We show data for both resonators in G (green) compared to those in K (blue) and in G with the Pb shield removed and ThO2 source added (red). Crosses and solid lines indicate the raw data and the circle fit from Ref. [43], respectively.

VI. CHOOSING THE BIN SIZE FOR THE QP BURSTS ENERGY DISTRIBUTION

In Fig. 1d in the main text, we show a distribution of QP bursts vs. the energy absorbed by the resonators. In the following we describe the method used to define a common bin size ΔE for the distribution of QP bursts. The goal is to find the smallest ΔE that is larger than the uncertainty corresponding to the phase response uncertainty Δφ for all resonators. The phase response of the reflected signal vs. frequency follows the form

φ(f) = arctan ( 2Q_l f_0−f f_0 ) , (1)

where f_0 is the resonant frequency, and Q_l is the loaded quality factor (cf. Fig. 9a). The response around f_0+δf_0 is linear for δf_0 → 0 and asymptotic to ±π for δf_0 → ∓∞: the greater the shift δf_0 corresponding to large QP bursts, the greater the frequency uncertainty corresponding to Δφ. Thus, we can only quantitatively trust shifts δf_0 up to the point where the phase uncertainty Δφ corresponds to a frequency difference smaller than the bin size in frequency units, Δf_0. This places the following constraints:

|φ(f_0+δf_0)−φ(f_0+Δf_0+δf_0)| < Δφ ⇐⇒ | | |φ ( f_0+δE f_0 4V Δ_0n_{CP} ) −φ ( f_0+ΔE f_0 4V Δ_0n_{CP} +δE f_0 4V Δ_0n_{CP} )| | | < Δφ, (2) where Δf_0 and ΔE are the bin sizes in frequency and energy units respectively, δE = δx_{QP}n_{CP}Δ_0V is the burst in energy units and δx_{QP} = −4δf_0/f_0 is the burst in fractional QP density units, V is the volume of the resonator, Δ_0 ≃ 300 μeV is the superconducting gap of grAl, n_{CP} = 4×10^6 μm^{−3} is the Cooper pair density of Al, and f_0 is the unperturbed resonant frequency.

In order to calculate the uncertainty of the response Δφ, we substract the fitted arctangent dependence of Eq. (1) from the measured arg{S_{11}} (cf. Fig. 9a), and we compute its nearest point difference φ^′. We define Δφ = 2 stdev(φ^′) (cf. Fig. 9b), and we find Δφ ≲ 10 milliradians for all resonators.

Finally, using ΔE = 5 eV, Eq. 2 is satisfied for Δφ = 10 milliradians and for all measured QP burst in all resonators.

7.445 7.455 7.465 7.475 7.485 f(GHz)

-2

0

2 arg{S11 } (rads)

Eq. (1) raw data

Resonator B a b

-4 -2 0 2 4 φ′ (millirads) 0 10 20 30 40 50

Counts

±Δφ

Figure 9. Phase response vs. frequency and phase uncertainty for resonator B. a, Measured phase response vs. frequency (orange crosses) fitted with Eq. (1) (magenta line). b Distribution of the nearest point differences φ^′ of the measured phase response with the arctangent component removed.

VII. DISTRIBUTION OF QP BURSTS IN R AND G SETUPS

We report the distribution of QP bursts for resonators in R and G, to complement the distribution for resonators in K shown in the main text (Fig. 1d, inset). We omit the distribution of bursts in G with the Pb shield present, resulting in the lowest burst rate (one every 10 minutes) due to the lack of sufficient statistics.

100 1000

10^{−4}

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

10^{−1}

Counts / s

R, glue: vacuum grease

Resonator A Resonator B Resonator C

100 1000

10^{−4}

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

10^{−1}

G, Pb shield removed

100 1000 10^6×δxQP

10^{−4}

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

10^{−1}

Counts / s

R, glue: Ag paste

100 1000 10^6×δxQP

10^{−4}

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

10^{−1}

G, Pb shield removed + Th02 source

Binning: 5×10^{−5}

Figure 10. Distribution of QP bursts in R and G. The bin size is 5×10^{−5} in all panels. For the G setup with the Pb shield removed, data were not available for resonator B due to technical and time constraints.

VIII. PHONON ABSORPTION EFFICIENCY

The Cooper pair condensate of a resonator absorbs only a small fraction ϵ of the total energy deposited in the substrate chip. This fraction depends, among others, on the material and volume of the superconductor, its interface with the substrate, the material and geometry of the substrate and its coupling to the thermal bath. As a consequence, the efficiency of energy absorption cannot be calculated a priori but requires a dedicated measurement.

To our knowledge, there are no published results on the absorption efficiency of a grAl film deposited on a sapphire substrate. Due to the phonon acoustic mismatch between grAl and the sapphire substrate, we expect the efficiency ϵ to be very small. To constrain this parameter without contaminating the prototype, we exposed the chip to a removable ThO_2 source and compared the calculated spectrum of the energy deposited in the substrate with the measured spectrum of the energy absorbed by the three resonators.

In Fig. 11a we show the distribution of energy absorbed by the resonators in G with the Pb shield removed, and exposed to a ThO_2 source. We made a GEANT-4 [44] based simulation to estimate the energy released in the substrate by the source. The simulation includes the sapphire chip, its copper holder, and the cryostat shields. The activity of the source was not precisely known, so we did not normalize the simulated events by time. We plot the results of the simulation in Fig. 11b. We can estimate the efficiency ϵ by dividing the average energy deposited in the resonator by the average energy deposited in the substrate. We obtain ϵ ∼ 10^{−4}, 10^{−3}, and 0.5×10^{−4} for resonator A, B, and C, respectively.

This value could appear very small compared to values reported in Ref. [45–47], therefore, to asses the phonon impedance mismatch at the substrate-film interface we performed a separate experiment in R. We measured a sample consisting of a 60 nm thick grAl kinetic inductance detector (KID) deposited on on a 2×2 cm^2, 330 μm thick sapphire substrate. The design was similar to the one described and depicted in Ref. [47], with an active surface of 2 mm^2. The chip was assembled in a copper holder hosting a^{55}Fe X-ray source, emitting typical X-rays at 5.9 and 6.4 keV. Due to their low energy, the X-rays are completely absorbed in the substrate. This type of source has the disadvantage that, being permanently exposed to the sample, prevents the achievement of low-radioactivity levels. On the other hand, it produces events of well defined energy, in contrast to the broad spectrum emitted by the removable ThO_2 source (Fig. 11b). This allows to obtain a precise measurement of the efficiency. Following the methods outlined in Refs. [15, 47], we obtain the grAl KID efficiency of 0.32%.

We would like to emphasize that this value cannot be easily scaled to the A-C resonators discussed in the main text, which have 2-3 orders of magnitude smaller volume. Even if the efficiency scales almost linearly with the active volume of the KID [46], an extrapolation to a volume smaller by 2-3 orders of magnitude would not be reliable. Thus, we interpret the calibrated grAl KID efficiency of 3.2×10^{−3} as an upper limit to the efficiency of the A-C resonators.

1 10 100 1000 δE (eV)

10^{−3}

10^{−2}

Counts / s

1 10 100 1000 δE (keV) 1

10

100

Counts

⟨δE⟩ ≈ 20 eV ⟨δE⟩ ≈ 160 eV ⟨δE⟩ ≈ 10 eV

Resonator A Resonator B Resonator C

⟨δE⟩ ≈ 150 keV a b

Energy deposited in the substrate

Binning: 5 eV Binning: 5 keV

Figure 11. Simulation of resonator efficiency under ThO2 exposure. a, distribution of the energy absorbed in the resonators in G under ThO2 exposure. b, Monte Carlo simulation of the energy deposited by a ThO2 source in the sapphire substrate.