arXiv:2301.11212v1 [quant-ph] 26 Jan 2023

Efficient low-energy single-electron detection using a large-area superconducting microstrip

Masato Shigefuji,^{1, ∗} Alto Osada,^{1, 2} Masahiro Yabuno,^3 Shigehito Miki,^{3, 4} Hirotaka Terai,^3 and Atsushi Noguchi^{1, 5, 6, †} 1Komaba Institute for Science (KIS), The University of Tokyo, Meguro, Tokyo 153-8902, Japan 2PRESTO, Japan Science and Technology Agency, Kawaguchi, Saitama 332-0012, Japan 3Advanced ICT Research Institute, National Institute of Information and Communications Technology (NICT), Kobe 651-2492, Japan 4Graduate School of Engineering, Kobe University, Kobe 657-0013, Japan 5RIKEN Center for Quantum Computing (RQC), RIKEN, Wako, Saitama 351-0198, Japan 6Inamori Research Institute for Science (InaRIS), Kyoto, Kyoto 600-8411, Japan

Superconducting strip single-photon detectors (SSPDs) are excellent tools not only for singlephoton detection but also for single-particle detection owing to their high detection efficiency, low dark counts, and low time jitter. Although the detection of various particles, including electrons with keV-scale energy, has been reported so far, there have been no studies for detecting lowenergy electrons. It has yet to be clarified how low-energy electrons interact with electrons and/or phonons in a superconductor during electron detection. Here we report the detection property of a superconducting micro-strip single-electron detector (SSED) for electrons with energy below 200 eV. The detection efficiency is estimated as at least 37 % when electrons impinging on the stripline possess an energy of 200 eV. We also show that the minimum detectable energy of electrons is about 10 eV with our SSED, much lower than those of ions, which implies that the electron-electron interaction plays a significant role. SSEDs might open a wide range of applications, from condensed matter physics to quantum information science, because of their compatibility with the cryogenic environment.

Among various superconducting detectors such as transition edge sensors [1], superconducting tunnel junction detectors [2], and kinetic inductance detectors [3], superconducting strip single-photon detectors (SSPDs) [4–8] have attracted a great deal of attention owing to their high detection efficiency, low dark counts, and low time jitter. SSPDs with high detection efficiency are already commercially available and are applied to a variety of fields, for example, quantum optics [9], quantum communication [10, 11], optical telecommunication in the cosmic space [12], light detection and ranging [13], and life science [14].

One interesting application of SSPDs is single-particle detection [15, 16]. Various particles have been detected using SSPDs, for example, biopolymer ions [17], neutral molecules [18], noble-gas ions [19, 20], and α and β particles [21]. In particular, an SSPD is utilized as a superconducting single-electron detector (SSED) [22] with near-unity efficiency for electrons with keV-scale energy. SSPDs are excellent candidates for single-particle detectors for their fast response time, moderate operating temperature, and ability to detect massive molecules over 100 kDa [15, 23].

The detection mechanism of SSPDs relies on the excitation of quasiparticles in a superconducting strip-line by the energy transfer from an incident photon or particle. However, there is a crucial difference between photon detection and particle detection. Photons are absorbed

∗ m-shigefuji@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp † u-atsushi@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp

by a superconductor and excite quasiparticles directly. On the other hand, particles except for electrons are deposited on the surface of a superconductor and create many phonons, which excite quasiparticles through the electron-phonon interaction [15]. This difference raises the question of how low-energy particles can be detected using SSPDs. Neutral massive molecules with a quite-low kinetic energy of ∼0.1 eV, although the internal energy of molecules is not concerned, are detected using a 10 nm– 12 nm-wide superconducting strip-line [18]. On the contrary, an 800 nm-wide SSPD requires the kinetic energy of at least several hundreds of electronvolts to detect ions of noble gases such as argon [19] and helium [20]. The experiment for the latter ions implies that over 99 % of the kinetic energy of incident helium ions is not transferred to the electron subsystem [20].

The detection of electrons is different from that of other particles mentioned above in the following two points: (i) they interact strongly with both electrons and phonons in a superconductor, and (ii) they can penetrate SSPDs. Rosticher et al. (Refs. 22) have demonstrated, using an SSED, the detection of electrons with energies larger than 5 keV. However, a natural question about how low-energy electrons an SSED can detect remains to be explored.

The dynamics of electrons with energy under several tens of electronvolts in solids is essential for measurement techniques such as low-energy electron diffraction (LEED) and photoemission spectroscopy. Despite its importance, the mean free path of low-energy electrons in solids remains unclear due to a small number of experiments [24]. Thus, exploring low-energy single-electron detection may give us valuable insight into the particledetection application of SSPDs and the inelastic dynamics of electrons in solids. Furthermore, such electron detectors could lead to various applications ranging from condensed matter physics, such as quantum electron microscopy [25, 26] and cryogenic LEED [27], to quantum information science, for example, an on-chip detector of electrons in a Paul trap [28–31].

In this letter, we report the detection of electrons with kinetic energies ranging from ∼10 eV to 200 eV using a micro-strip SSED at a temperature of 310 mK. We measure the detection efficiency for various electron energies, from which the minimum detectable energy is estimated. The system detection efficiency is measured as a function of a bias current through the micro-strip, and the detection mechanism of electrons is discussed.

Fig. 1(a) and (b) show optical micrographs of an SSED

FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) Optical micrograph of the SSED with a large active area of 420 × 420 μm^2 with a filling factor of 20 %. The NbTiN film is shown in pink. (b) Enlarged view of (a). The superconducting strip-line (orange) is 1 μm wide and 4 μm pitch. (c) Circuit diagram for electron detection. The SSED and two attenuators used as thermal anchors are put in a helium-3 refrigerator (enclosed by the dotted blue line). (d) A typical detection signal from our SSED for I_b/Isw ≈ 0.95, V0 = −100 V, and V_l = 0 V. (e) Schematic cross-sectional view of the experimental setup in the refrigerator. The 390 nm-wavelength CW laser is reflected by the mirror toward the calcium slab (solid purple line). Electrons are emitted by the photoelectric effect and accelerated toward the SSED (dashed yellow-green line). The initial potential energy of electrons is controlled by a voltage of V0. Electrons are focused on the SSED using an einzel lens (enclosed by the dashed red line) with a voltage of V_l.

FIG. 2. (Color online) Count rate as a function of the 390 nmwavelength laser power P for V0 = 0 V (black squares) and V0 = −100 V (red circles). A bias current of I_b/Isw ≈ 0.95 is applied to the SSED. (Inset) Photocurrent Ip flowing through the calcium slab and corresponding electron flux Je as a function of P . Solid lines (green, gray, and orange) are linear fit with an offset.

used in this study. The detector is fabricated by sputtering a ≈6 nm-thick NbTiN film on a silicon wafer with a 260 nm-thick SiO_2 surface layer. We adopt our SSED with a μm-scale width structure to make its active area large [32, 33]. The superconducting meandering microstrip is 36 mm long, 1 μm wide, and 4 μm pitch with an active area of 420 × 420 μm^2 and a filling factor of f = 20 %. Fig. 1(c) displays the circuit diagram. The SSED, put in a helium-3 refrigerator at a temperature of 310 mK, is shunted by a resistance of 25 Ω. A bias current I_b is applied to the SSED through a bias tee, which yields the measured switching current of I_{sw} ≈ 134 μA. Fig. 1(d) shows the typical detection signal from our SSED, amplified by the voltage gain of 125. The decay constant is about 280 ns. There seems to be no difference between photon and electron signals.

Fig. 1(e) schematically depicts the evaluation system of our SSED. Electrons are emitted by the photoelectric effect from a calcium slab illuminated by a 390 nmwavelength CW laser. A surface oxide layer on the calcium slab, which disturbs the photoelectric effect, is eliminated by laser ablation using a nanosecond pulsed YAG laser. A photocurrent flowing between the calcium slab and ground is measured, which allows us to estimate the electron flux emitted from the slab. Electrons are accelerated toward the SSED and detected as voltage pulses through the ac line of the bias tee. A voltage V_0 is applied to the calcium slab to modify the kinetic energy of incident electrons calculated as E_k = −eV_0, where e(> 0) is the elementary charge. Here, we neglect the initial kinetic energy ≲0.3 eV of electrons acquired in the photoelectric effect. Trajectories of electrons are modified through an einzel lens, which is consisted of a cylindrical hole with a voltage V_l sandwiched between grounded ones. Notably, the einzel lens affects only the electron trajectories, not the kinetic energy of incident electrons.

FIG. 3. (Color online) (a) System detection efficiency (SDE) η_{sde} as a function of a voltage applied to the einzel lens V_l for I_b/Isw ≈ 0.99. Correspondence between markers and electron energies E_k is shown in the panel. (b) Count rate as a function of E_k for V_l = 16 V and I_b/Isw ≈ 0.98. The dashed line stands for the dark count rate, namely, the count rate for V0 = V_l = 0 V. The error bars represent one standard deviation.

The traveling distance of an electron is ∼30 mm.

The inset graph of Fig. 2 shows that a current I_p flowing between the calcium slab and ground increases linearly with the laser power, which indicates the occurrence of the photoelectric effect. The electron flux, given by dividing the current by the elementary charge, is converted from the laser power owing to the linear relationship between them.

This data convince us that the Coulomb interaction between electrons can be neglected for the following reason. It takes tens of nanoseconds for an electron of E_k ∼ 10 eV to arrive at the SSED from the calcium slab. In contrast, the average emission interval of electrons is on the order of several microseconds calculated from the measured photocurrent. Thus, the probability of more than one electron in the trajectory is very low, and the Coulomb repulsion between electrons and the resulting influence on their trajectories can be neglected.

To demonstrate that our SSED can detect low-energy electrons, we measure the count rate as a function of the power of 390 nm-wavelength laser for two values of V_0. The bias current and the voltage of the einzel lens are set to be I_b/I_{sw} ≈ 0.95 and V_l = 0 V, respectively. The result is shown in Fig. 2. The count rate for V_0 = −100 V (red circles) increases more rapidly with respect to the light power than that for V_0 = 0 V (black squares). Since the detection of electrons, unlike photons, should be affected by the voltage V_0, or the kinetic energy of electrons, the above behavior signals that our SSED has detected electrons. The count rate for V_0 = 0 V is slightly proportional to laser power and corresponds to the dark count rate (DCR), including the photon count of the stray 390 nm-wavelength light. We convince that this rate does not include signals of electrons because it equals the count rate for V_0 > 0 V where electrons cannot arrive at the SSED.

Fig. 3(a) plots the system detection efficiency (SDE) as a function of a voltage applied to the einzel lens V_l for several kinetic energies E_k. Here we define the SDE as η_{sde} = [R(P, I_b, V_0, V_l) − R(P, I_b, 0, 0)]/J_e(P ), where R and J_e are the count rate and the electron flux, respectively. The SDE can be alternatively decomposed as η_{sde} = η_{cpl}η_{abs}η_{ide}, (1)

where η_{cpl} is the coupling efficiency that photoelectrons arrive at the active area of the SSED, η_{abs} the absorption efficiency, and η_{ide} the internal detection efficiency which is an efficiency of generating a detection pulse after absorption of an electron [5]. The einzel lens, which focuses electrons on the SSED, affects η_{cpl} and thus the SDE as shown in peaks in Fig. 3(a).

We identify the lower limit of the detection efficiency when electrons impinge on the superconducting region of the SSED as η_{sde}/f, assuming that η_{cpl} = 1 and electrons are detected only in the superconducting region. Here f = 0.2 is the filling factor of the SSED. For electron energy of E_k = 200 eV, the lower limit of the efficiency is estimated as about 37 % (V_l = 36 V). It should be noted, however, that this value might be slightly overestimated because the previous work shows that even the non-superconducting region of an SSED can detect electrons with keV-scale energy [22].

To examine the minimum detectable energy of our SSED, we fix V_l = 16 V and measure the count rate by changing E_k from 0 eV to 15 eV. The result is shown in Fig. 3(b). The count rate stays near the DCR (dashed line) until E_k ∼ 10 eV, while it increases monotonically in the range of E_k ≳ 10 eV owing to the increase of energy transferred from electrons to the SSED. Thus, the minimum detectable energy in our experimental setup is around 10 eV. This value is an order of magnitude lower than that of ions, implying that the electron-electron interaction enables electrons to give energy efficiently to the electron subsystem in a superconductor.

The natural question is what determines the minimum detectable energy. We propose two possible reasons: (i) inefficient energy transfer due to the long inelastic mean free path or (ii) the possibility that the switch-

FIG. 4. (Color online) (a) Normalized system detection efficiency (SDE) η^{(norm)}_{sde} = η_{sde}/η^{(max)}_{sde} as a function of a normalized bias current I_b/Isw measured at dozens of kinetic energies E_k. E_k increases by 10 eV from 20 eV to 200 eV in the direction of the arrow. The squares and the circles represent 20 eV–100 eV and 110 eV–200 eV, respectively. V_l is set to be 36 V. The intersection of a η^{(norm)}_{sde} curve and the dotted line of η^{(norm)}_{sde} = 1 % defines a normalized threshold current. (b) Normalized threshold current I_{th}/Isw as a function of E_k. The dashed gray and the solid green curve are fitting curves using the normal-core hot spot model and the photon-triggered vortex model, respectively.

ing current is lower than the depairing critical current. We will explain the latter after showing Fig. 4(b) and here discuss the former. The inelastic mean free path (IMFP) [34] λ, the average distance an electron travels through a solid before losing energy, is roughly described by a universal curve independent of materials. The IMFP increases rapidly with decreasing electron energy in E_k ≲ 50 eV [35]. Consequently, the lower the energy, the more difficult it is to give energy to the SSED, resulting in the minimum detectable energy of a few tens of electronvolt.

We have to increase η_{cpl}, η_{abs} and/or η_{ide} to enhance the SDE [see Eqs. (1)]. An SSED with a large filling factor is preferred to increase η_{cpl}, while a narrower stripline is preferable for increasing η_{ide} [20]. A thicker stripline may benefit the enhancement of η_{abs} [23] for lowenergy electrons [35], although this would entail a reduction in η_{ide} [36]. Thus, the thickness would need to be optimized. Charged surface contaminants, mainly electrons trapped on the surface of the nonconductive region of the SSED, might work as a potential barrier [22], and the cleaning of the surface of the detector might be effective.

We measure the normalized SDE η^{(norm)}_{sde} = η_{sde}/η^{(max)}_{sde} as a function of a bias current measured at dozens of E_k’s. The result is shown in Fig. 4(a). The normalized SDE increases with kinetic energy and/or a bias current. Even for a large bias current, the SDE increases gradually and does not seem to saturate. We hypothesize that this is because the energy transferred from electrons to the SSED varies from zero to E_k, and a larger bias current enables the detection of lower-energy dissipation events.

To investigate the electron-detection mechanism of the SSED, we calculate the threshold current I_{th} which is defined as a current for η^{(norm)}_{sde} = 1 % [shown as a dotted line in Fig. 4(a)]. The dependence of the normalised threshold current I_{th}/I_{sw} on E_k is shown in Fig. 4(b). We fit the measured data using some of the existing detection models: the normal-core hot spot model [4] (dashed gray curve) and the photon-triggered vortex model [37] (solid green curve). The experimental data seem to fit the latter model well. The value of I_{th} at E_k = 0 eV, which corresponds to the depairing critical current I^{(dep)}c , does not equal to I_{sw}. This difference indicates that I_{sw} is about 86 % of I^{(dep)}_c due to such as the device geometry, possibly microscopic defects, and variations of the crosssectional area of the strip [38]. Measurement of I_{th} as a function of E_k can be valuable for studying the inelastic scattering mechanisms of an electron in a solid.

The interesting thing is that the fitting curve of the photon-triggered vortex model crosses the I_{th}/I_{sw} = 1 line at E_k ≈ 9.2 eV. This is possibly responsible for the minimum detectable energy being ∼10 eV with our SSED. If this interpretation is correct, there are two ways to lower the minimum detectable energy: (i) design an SSED so that I_{sw} is as close as possible to I^{(dep)}_c , and (ii) sharpen the falling edge of the I_{th}–E_k curve. The former is accomplished by designing the device geometry and/or the fabrication process appropriately [7], while to achieve the latter, an SSED should be narrower [37].

In conclusion, we realized the detection of electrons with low kinetic energies ranging from ∼10 eV to 200 eV using a superconducting micro-strip single-electron detector (SSED). Low-energy electrons are emitted by the photoelectric effect and focused on the SSED with an einzel lens. We measure the count rate of low-energy electrons and extract the system detection efficiency (SDE) by calibrating the number of electrons by the photocurrent measurement. We estimate the detection efficiency as at least 37 % when an electron with 200 eV hits the superconducting strip-line. With our experimental setup, the minimum detectable energy of electrons is about 10 eV, indicating a more efficient energy transfer from electrons to a superconductor than ions. We measure the SDE as a function of the bias current and find that the detection mechanism of electrons seems to be explained by the photon-triggered vortex model. This work provides an efficient tool for investigating low-energy electrons at cryogenic temperature, in the scope of quantum electron microscopy and low-energy electron diffraction to expand the frontier of material science, and trapped electrons as a novel carrier of quantum information.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We acknowledge Ippei Nakamura, Kento Taniguchi, Genya Watanabe, Shotaro Shirai, and Yasunobu Nakamura for fruitful discussions. MS acknowledges the WINGS-ABC program at the University of Tokyo. This work is supported by JST ERATO MQM project (Grant No. JPMJER1601), JSPS KAKENHI (Grant No. 19H01821 and 22H01965), JST SPRING (Grant No. JP- MJSP2108), and JST Moonshot R&D (Grant No. JP- MJMS2063 and JPMJMS2066).

[1] D. H. Andrews, W. Brucksch Jr, W. Ziegler, and E. Blanchard, Attenuated superconductors i. for measuring infra-red radiation, Review of Scientific Instruments 13, 281 (1942).

[2] A. Peacock, P. Verhoeve, N. Rando, A. Van Dordrecht, B. Taylor, C. Erd, M. Perryman, R. Venn, J. Howlett, D. Goldie, J. Lumley, and M. Wallis, On the detection of single optical photons with superconducting tunnel junction, Journal of applied physics 81, 7641 (1997).

[3] 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 (London) 425, 817 (2003).

[4] G. Gol’Tsman, O. Okunev, G. Chulkova, A. Lipatov, A. Semenov, K. Smirnov, B. Voronov, A. Dzardanov, C. Williams, and R. Sobolewski, Picosecond superconducting single-photon optical detector, Applied physics letters 79, 705 (2001).

[5] C. M. Natarajan, M. G. Tanner, and R. H. Hadfield, Superconducting nanowire single-photon detectors: physics and applications, Superconductor Science and Technology 25, 063001 (2012).

[6] T. Yamashita, S. Miki, and H. Terai, Recent progress and application of superconducting nanowire single-photon detectors, IEICE Transactions on Electronics 100, 274 (2017).

[7] I. Holzman and Y. Ivry, Superconducting nanowires for single-photon detection: Progress, challenges, and opportunities, Advanced Quantum Technologies 2, 1800058 (2019).

[8] I. Esmaeil Zadeh, J. Chang, J. W. Los, S. Gyger, A. W.

Elshaari, S. Steinhauer, S. N. Dorenbos, and V. Zwiller, Superconducting nanowire single-photon detectors: A perspective on evolution, state-of-the-art, future developments, and applications, Applied Physics Letters 118, 190502 (2021).

[9] L. K. Shalm, E. Meyer-Scott, B. G. Christensen, P. Bierhorst, M. A. Wayne, M. J. Stevens, T. Gerrits, S. Glancy, D. R. Hamel, M. S. Allman, K. J. Coakley, S. D. Dyer, C. Hodge, A. E. Lita, V. B. Verma, C. Lambrocco, E. Tortorici, A. L. Migdall, Y. Zhang, D. R. Kumor, W. H. Farr, F. Marsili, M. D. Shaw, J. A. Stern, C. Abellán, W. Amaya, V. Pruneri, T. Jennewein, M. W. Mitchell, P. G. Kwiat, J. C. Bienfang, R. P. Mirin, E. Knill, and S. W. Nam, Strong loophole-free test of local realism, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 250402 (2015).

[10] J.-P. Chen, C. Zhang, Y. Liu, C. Jiang, W. Zhang, X.-

L. Hu, J.-Y. Guan, Z.-W. Yu, H. Xu, J. Lin, M.-J. Li, H. Chen, H. Li, L. You, Z. Wang, X.-B. Wang, Q. Zhang, and J.-W. Pan, Sending-or-not-sending with independent lasers: Secure twin-field quantum key distribution over 509 km, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 070501 (2020).

[11] Y. Yu, F. Ma, X.-Y. Luo, B. Jing, P.-F. Sun, R.-Z.

Fang, C.-W. Yang, H. Liu, M.-Y. Zheng, X.-P. Xie, W.-J. Zhang, L.-X. You, Z. Wang, T.-Y. Chen, Q. Zhang, X.-H. Bao, and J.-W. Pan, Entanglement of two quantum memories via fibres over dozens of kilometres, Nature 578, 240 (2020).

[12] M. Grein, E. Dauler, A. Kerman, M. Willis, B. Romkey, B. Robinson, D. Murphy, and D. Boroson, A superconducting photon-counting receiver for optical communication from the moon, SPIE Newsroom 9 (2015).

[13] A. McCarthy, N. J. Krichel, N. R. Gemmell, X. Ren, M. G. Tanner, S. N. Dorenbos, V. Zwiller, R. H. Hadfield, and G. S. Buller, Kilometer-range, high resolution depth imaging via 1560 nm wavelength single-photon detection, Optics express 21, 8904 (2013).

[14] N. R. Gemmell, A. McCarthy, B. Liu, M. G. Tanner, S. D. Dorenbos, V. Zwiller, M. S. Patterson, G. S. Buller, B. C. Wilson, and R. H. Hadfield, Singlet oxygen luminescence detection with a fiber-coupled superconducting nanowire single-photon detector, Optics express 21, 5005 (2013).

[15] R. Cristiano, M. Ejrnaes, A. Casaburi, N. Zen, and M. Ohkubo, Superconducting nano-strip particle detectors, Superconductor Science and Technology 28, 124004 (2015).

[16] T. Polakovic, W. Armstrong, G. Karapetrov, Z.-E.

Meziani, and V. Novosad, Unconventional applications of superconducting nanowire single photon detectors, Nanomaterials 10, 1198 (2020).

[17] K. Suzuki, S. Miki, S. Shiki, Z. Wang, and M. Ohkubo, Time resolution improvement of superconducting NbN stripline detectors for time-of-flight mass spectrometry, Applied Physics Express 1, 031702 (2008).

[18] M. Marksteiner, A. Divochiy, M. Sclafani, P. Haslinger, H. Ulbricht, A. Korneev, A. Semenov, G. Gol’tsman, and M. Arndt, A superconducting NbN detector for neutral nanoparticles, Nanotechnology 20, 455501 (2009).

[19] K. Suzuki, S. Shiki, M. Ukibe, M. Koike, S. Miki, Z. Wang, and M. Ohkubo, Hot-spot detection model in superconducting nano-stripline detector for keV ions, Applied Physics Express 4, 083101 (2011).

[20] M. Sclafani, M. Marksteiner, F. M. Keir, A. Divochiy,

A. Korneev, A. Semenov, G. Gol’tsman, and M. Arndt, Sensitivity of a superconducting nanowire detector for single ions at low energy, Nanotechnology 23, 065501 (2012).

[21] H. Azzouz, S. N. Dorenbos, D. De Vries, E. B. Ureña, and V. Zwiller, Efficient single particle detection with a superconducting nanowire, AIP Advances 2, 032124 (2012).

[22] M. Rosticher, F. Ladan, J. Maneval, S. Dorenbos, T. Zijlstra, T. Klapwijk, V. Zwiller, A. Lupaşcu, and G. Nogues, A high efficiency superconducting nanowire single electron detector, Applied Physics Letters 97, 183106 (2010).

[23] A. Casaburi, M. Ejrnaes, N. Zen, M. Ohkubo, S. Pagano, and R. Cristiano, Thicker, more efficient superconducting strip-line detectors for high throughput macromolecules analysis, Applied Physics Letters 98, 023702 (2011).

[24] D. Geelen, J. Jobst, E. E. Krasovskii, S. J. van der Molen, and R. M. Tromp, Nonuniversal transverse electron mean free path through few-layer graphene, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 086802 (2019).

[25] H. Okamoto and Y. Nagatani, Entanglement-assisted electron microscopy based on a flux qubit, Applied Physics Letters 104, 062604 (2014).

[26] P. Kruit, R. G. Hobbs, C.-S. Kim, Y. Yang, V. R. Manfrinato, J. Hammer, S. Thomas, P. Weber, B. Klopfer, C. Kohstall, et al., Designs for a quantum electron microscope, Ultramicroscopy 164, 31 (2016).

[27] K. Matsui, S. Nakamura, T. Matsui, and H. Fukuyama, Millikelvin LEED apparatus: a feasibility study, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 400, 052019 (2012).

[28] C. Matthiesen, Q. Yu, J. Guo, A. M. Alonso, and H. Häffner, Trapping electrons in a room-temperature microwave paul trap, Phys. Rev. X 11, 011019 (2021).

[29] Q. Yu, A. M. Alonso, J. Caminiti, K. M. Beck, R. T.

Sutherland, D. Leibfried, K. J. Rodriguez, M. Dhital, B. Hemmerling, and H. Häffner, Feasibility study of quantum computing using trapped electrons, Phys. Rev. A 105, 022420 (2022).

[30] S. Kotler, R. W. Simmonds, D. Leibfried, and D. J.

Wineland, Hybrid quantum systems with trapped charged particles, Phys. Rev. A 95, 022327 (2017).

[31] A. Osada, K. Taniguchi, M. Shigefuji, and A. Noguchi, Feasibility study on ground-state cooling and singlephonon readout of trapped electrons using hybrid quantum systems, Phys. Rev. Research 4, 033245 (2022).

[32] Y. P. Korneeva, D. Y. Vodolazov, A. V. Semenov, I. N.

Florya, N. Simonov, E. Baeva, A. A. Korneev, G. N. Goltsman, and T. M. Klapwijk, Optical single-photon detection in micrometer-scale nbn bridges, Phys. Rev. Applied 9, 064037 (2018).

[33] I. Charaev, Y. Morimoto, A. Dane, A. Agarwal, M. Colangelo, and K. K. Berggren, Large-area microwire mosi single-photon detectors at 1550 nm wavelength, Applied Physics Letters 116, 242603 (2020).

[34] W. S. Werner, Electron transport in solids for quantitative surface analysis, Surface and Interface Analysis: An International Journal devoted to the development and application of techniques for the analysis of surfaces, interfaces and thin films 31, 141 (2001).

[35] O. Y. Ridzel, V. Astašauskas, and W. S. Werner, Low energy (1–100 ev) electron inelastic mean free path (imfp) values determined from analysis of secondary electron yields (sey) in the incident energy range of 0.1–10 kev, Journal of Electron Spectroscopy and Related Phenomena 241, 146824 (2020).

[36] M. Hofherr, D. Rall, K. Ilin, M. Siegel, A. Semenov, H.-W. Hübers, and N. Gippius, Intrinsic detection efficiency of superconducting nanowire single-photon detectors with different thicknesses, Journal of Applied Physics 108, 014507 (2010).

[37] A. N. Zotova and D. Y. Vodolazov, Photon detection by current-carrying superconducting film: A timedependent ginzburg-landau approach, Physical Review B 85, 024509 (2012).

[38] A. Engel, J. J. Renema, K. Il’in, and A. Semenov, Detection mechanism of superconducting nanowire singlephoton detectors, Superconductor Science and Technology 28, 114003 (2015).