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A single electron floating on the surface of a condensed noble-gas liquid or solid can act as
a spin qubit with ultralong coherence time, thanks to the extraordinary purity of such systems.
Previous studies suggest that the electron spin coherence time on a superfluid helium (He) surface
can exceed 100 s. In this paper, we present theoretical studies of the electron spin coherence on a
solid neon (Ne) surface, motivated by our recent experimental realization of single-electron charge
qubit on solid Ne. The major spin decoherence mechanisms investigated include the fluctuating Ne
diamagnetic susceptibility due to thermal phonons, the fluctuating thermal current in normal metal
electrodes, and the quasi-statically fluctuating nuclear spins of the 21Ne ensemble. We find that at a
typical experimental temperature about 10 mK in a fully superconducting device, the electron spin
decoherence is dominated by the third mechanism via electron-nuclear spin-spin interaction. For
natural Ne with 2700 ppm abundance of 21Ne, the estimated inhomogeneous dephasing time T ∗2 is
around 0.16 ms, already better than most semiconductor quantum-dot spin qubits. For commercially
available, isotopically purified Ne with 1 ppm of 21Ne, T ∗2 can be 0.43 s. Under the application of
Hahn echoes, the coherence time T2 can be improved to 30 ms for natural Ne and 81 s for purified
Ne. Therefore, the single-electron spin qubits on solid Ne can serve as promising new spin qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Qubits are the simplest building blocks of quantum
information systems. Among the various forms of qubits
today, electron spin qubits are particularly promising
owing to their comparatively long coherence time and
fast operation speed 1–3. Coherence time, which describes
how long a quantum superposition persists between
the |0〉 and |1〉 states, is arguably the most important
measure of a qubit’s performance.

By convention, an experimentally measured coherence
time is denoted by T ∗2 , which consists of a homogeneous
contribution labeled by T2 and an inhomogeneous
contribution labeled by T ′2. They are related via 4

1

T ∗2
=

1

T2
+

1

T ′2
. (1)

The inhomogeneous contribution reflects the dephasing
and spectral broadening from extrinsic mechanisms, such
as the spatiotemporal variation of local environment
or measurement apparatus. These are practically
unavoidable but can be mitigated by various dynamical
decoupling techniques, for instance, the Carr-Purcell-
Meiboom-Gill (CPMG) pulse sequences 5. The
homogeneous contribution is more intrinsic and can be
further separated as 5–7

1

T2
=

1

2T1
+

1

Tϕ
, (2)

with T1 the relaxation time associated with irreversible
processes and Tϕ the pure dephasing time from elastic
time-varying processes 3,5.

Today, the most common electron spin qubits are
nano-fabricated, gate-defined quantum dots (QDs) in

semiconductor heterojunctions or semiconductor-oxide
interfaces 8–13. The measured T ∗2 in these systems ranges
from several nanoseconds to hundreds of microseconds 14.
With the CPMG pulse sequences that can partially
cancel the inhomogeneous dephasing, the extended
coherence time TCPMG

2 can be much longer than the
original T ∗2

14. For example, the state-of-the-art electron
spin qubits have T ∗2 ' 20µs and TCPMG

2 ' 100µs at
a Si/SiGe interface 15, and T ∗2 ' 120µs and TCPMG

2 '
28 ms at a Si/SiO2 interface 16.

In addition to the gate-defined semiconductor QD
qubits, there are other types of electron spin qubits
that are bound to ions or molecules and have even
longer coherence time. For example, the homogeneous
coherence time T2 of an electron in a rare-earth ion
(REI) can be between 50µs and 23 ms in an erbium
doped calcium tungsten oxide crystal Er3+:CaWO4

17,18,
and on the order of several milliseconds in a magnetic
molecule 19. Furthermore, the CPMG extended
coherence time TCPMG

2 (close to T2) of an electron on
a phosphorus donor in an isotopically purified silicon
(Si) layer can reach about 0.5 s 20. Nonetheless, these
electron spin qubits, due to the yet indeterministic site
occupation, confront challenges to scale up at this time.
In this circumstance, novel electron spin qubits bearing
both ultralong coherence time approaching or exceeding
1 s, and deterministic positions like the gate-defined
QD qubits have, will provide compelling advantages in
building scalable quantum information systems.

Noble-gas elements helium (He) and neon (Ne) are
the two most stable elements in nature. At low
temperatures, their condensed, liquid and solid phases
with vanishing impurities, small dielectric permittivity,
and tiny concentration of spinful isotopes (3He and
21Ne) can serve as ultraclean low-noise environments for
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any particulate qubits (electrons, ions, atoms, etc.) 21–26

When an excess electron approaches a condensed liquid
He or solid Ne from vacuum, it can form surface states
under two effects: (a) a repulsive barrier on the order
of 1 eV due to the Pauli exclusion between the excess
electron and atomic shell electrons; (b) an attractive
potential from the image charge inside the liquid or solid
due to the polarization by the electron 27–29. In the
past two decades, there have been considerable efforts in
utilizing the motional (charge) or spin states of a single
electron on a liquid (superfluid) He surface to build a
qubit 21–23,30–35. The spin coherence time is predicted to
be in excess of 100 s 31. However, due to the practical
challenges in suppressing liquid-surface vibration and
performing single-spin readout, electron qubits on liquid
He, whether as charge or spin qubits, have not been
achieved so far.

In our recent experiment, we realized an electron
motional (charge) qubit on a solid Ne surface 36, as
the first demonstration of electron qubits in condensed
noble-gas systems. At our experimental temperature
around 10 mK, the electron’s out-of-plane motion in z is
frozen on the ground state. Its in-plane motion in xy is
confined by the fabricated on-chip electrodes and shows
a trapping lifetime exceeding two months. The qubit
states are defined as the two lowest motional states in y
with the same ground state in x 36. We achieved strong
coupling between a single electron and a single microwave
photon in an on-chip superconducting resonator and
measured the energy relaxation time T1 of 15µs, and
phase coherence time T2 over 200 ns 36. Although such
performance is already state-of-the-art compared with
the existing semiconductor charge qubits, the motional
coherence time is not yet long. This may be induced
by the background charge noise due to the motion of
remnant electrons inside the resonator or a time-varying
trapping potential due to the motion of Ne atoms on
an imperfect (presumably rough and porous) surface 36.
To overcome this deficiency, we have started to develop
electron spin qubits in this system, which can potentially
yield spin coherence time over 1 s.

The purpose of this paper is to theoretically investigate
the major decoherence mechanisms of an electron spin on
a solid Ne surface and calculate the coherence time. This
study has not been systemically carried out before.

II. DECOHERENCE MECHANISMS

We consider a system configuration shown in Fig. 1,
which well approximates a real device. A single electron
floats above the surface of a solid Ne film of thickness w.
The solid Ne is grown on top of a metal electrode, usually
made of superconducting aluminum (Al) or niobium
(Nb), of thickness t. Underneath the metal, there is
a substrate, usually made of intrinsic silicon (Si) or
sapphire (Al2O3) with very low microwave loss. The
environmental temperature T can be taken to be 10 mK

for a typical circuit quantum electrodynamics (cQED)
experiment in a dilution refrigerator. Although the
electron’s wavefunction mostly resides in vacuum, the
solid Ne film, as well as the metal electrode below, can
induce spin decoherence.

Natural Ne consists of three stable isotopes: 20Ne
(90.48%), 21Ne (0.27%), and 22Ne (9.25%) with the
abundance of each component given in the parentheses.
20Ne and 22Ne have 0 nuclear spin while 21Ne has 3

2

nuclear spin 37. All Ne atoms in the ground state have
closed shells and fully paired electrons. The total angular
momentum of the shell electrons is zero and hence does
not produce intrinsic magnetic moment. In this section,
we systematically investigate various spin decoherence
mechanisms and calculate the respective coherence times.
We first assume 21Ne atoms have all been removed,
leaving the analysis of their influence for later.

x

z

w

t

d

Metal Electrode

Neon

Substrate

Fig. 1 A schematic diagram of the system configuration. An
electron floats in the vacuum above a solid Ne film. Below
the solid Ne, there are a metal electrode and a substrate.
The thicknesses of solid Ne and metal electrode are w
and t, respectively. The red cloud represents the electron
wavefunction at a mean distance d ≈ 1 nm away from the
surface and extending along the surface on the scale of 100 nm.

A. Spontaneous emission in vacuum and in a
superconducting cavity

An electron spin qubit is usually operated under an
applied constant external magnetic field B0, which gives
rise to a Zeeman energy splitting between the up- and
down-spin states,

∆EZeeman = gsµBB0 ≡ ~ω ≡ hf. (3)

Here, gs = 2 is the g-factor of free-electron spin, µB =
e~/2me is the Bohr magneton (in SI units) with me being
the free-electron mass and f = ω/2π is the associated
Zeeman transition frequency proportional to B0. Their
ratio f/B0 is 28 GHz/T. In the most common electron
paramagnetic resonance (EPR) studies, the magnetic
field is chosen around B0 ≈ 0.35 T so that f ≈ 9.8 GHz
lies in the convenient microwave X band.



3

If the electron spin is initially in the excited state,
the relaxation rate towards the ground state through
the spontaneous magnetic-dipole radiation in vacuum is
given by 38

W =
2

3

µ0g
2
sµB

2

4π~
ω3

c3
≡ 1

T1
, (4)

which defines the associated relaxation time T1. For
B0 = 0.35 T, there is T1 = 5.3 × 1011 s. This sets an
upper bound for the coherence time T2 by the relation 39,

T2 ≤ 2T1 = 1.0× 1012 s, (5)

which is extremely long.
On the other hand, if the electron is placed in a

superconducting cavity, as is common in the cQED
architecture, the spontaneous emission rate will be
modified by the changed electromagnetic environment
due to the cavity. This phenomenon is referred as the
Purcell effect 40. The Purcell factor FP characterizes
the ratio between the spontaneous emission rate of an
electron in the cavity to that in vacuum. For a single-
mode resonant cavity, it reads 41

FP =
3

4π2
λ3
Q

V
, (6)

where λ is the wavelength in the cavity, and Q and
V are the quality factor and mode volume of the
cavity, respectively. Taking a typical superconducting
microwave cavity with Q ∼ 104 and V ≈ 10−5λ3 42,
the Purcell factor is FP = 7.6 × 107. As a result, the
relaxation time of the electron in the cavity is shortened
to T1 = 7 × 103 s. Subsequently, the coherence time has
a upper bound T2 ≤ 1.4 × 104 s, which is much shorter
than the upper bound in vacuum but still longer than
most other decoherence processes.

B. Phonon induced fluctuation of the Ne
diamagnetic susceptibility

The magnetic response of a Ne atom is to the
leading order diamagnetic and is a quantum mechanical
effect. The induced magnetization energy is proportional
to the square of applied magnetic field and always
increases with the field strength irrespective of the
field direction 43. In our case, both the electron and
solid Ne experience a constant external magnetic field
B0 = 0.35 T. To be compatible with the superconducting
devices, this field should be applied along the x direction
that is parallel to the superconducting films and solid
Ne surface. It magnetizes the Ne sample through the
diamagnetism of Ne atoms. The induced magnetization
generates a magnetization surface current. The
magnetization current then generates a magnetic field
that acts on the spin of electron. During this process, the
thermal fluctuations of bulk phonon modes in the solid
Ne change the Ne mass density and consequently change

the volume magnetic susceptibility. This temporal
variation leads to a fluctuating magnetization current
and thus a fluctuating magnetic field that acts on the
electron. This mechanism induces spin relaxation and
decoherence 44.

The systematic elaboration of this mechanism and
detailed derivation of T1 and T2 will be given in a separate
paper 44. The derived electron spin relaxation rate is

W =
χ2µ2

BB
2
0ω

64~πρv3s d2
1

1− e−~ω/kBT
, (7)

where χ = −6.74 × 10−5 is the volume magnetic
susceptibility of solid Ne, f = ω/2π = 2µBB0/h =
9.8 GHz is the associated Zeeman transition frequency,
ρ = mNen is the Ne mass density with mNe =
3.35 × 10−26 kg being the atomic mass and n = 4.5 ×
1028 m−3 being the particle number density, vs =

2kBTD/(h (6n/π)
1/3

) = 704 m/s is the sound velocity
in solid Ne with TD = 74.6 K being the Debye
temperature 45, and d is the distance of the electron
from the surface, which can be taken as the z-position
expectation value of the ground-state wavefunction 〈z〉 ≈
1 nm 36. To the first order in χ, the pure dephasing rate
Γ = T−1ϕ can be found to be exactly zero 44.

Therefore, to the leading order in χ, the spin relaxation
time of the electron is

T1 =
1

W
= 3.77× 106 s. (8)

The coherence time is completely limited by the
relaxation process rather than pure dephasing and so can
be obtained as

T2 = 2T1 = 7.54× 106 s. (9)

Other than the decoherence from the fluctuating
magnetization surface current, the time-varying induced
magnetization also induces a fluctuating magnetization
bulk current δJm = ∇ × δM , which generates a
fluctuating magnetic field that can limit the coherence
of the electron spin. However, we find that this bulk
contribution is two orders of magnitude smaller than the
surface contribution above 44.

In addition to the external magnetic field, the
electron’s generated dipolar magnetic field from its own
spin can also magnetize the Ne sample. However, this is a
much smaller effect. Consider the electron to be localized
at the position (0, 0, d). We can find the magnitude of the
generated dipolar magnetic field on the nearest Ne atom
at (0, 0, 0) on the surface to be Be = µ0µB/(2πd

3) ≈
2 mT, which is much less than the external B0 of our
interest. Further, since the electron magnetic dipolar
field decays as d−3, bulk Ne atoms see a much weaker field
than surface Ne atoms do. Therefore, the electron self-
induced decoherence through fluctuating diamagnetism
can be safely neglected.
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C. Thermal current and local spin density
fluctuations in metallic electrodes

In experiments, solid Ne film is usually grown on a
metallic electrode. The distance between the electron
and the electrode, i.e., the thickness of Ne film, is only
several nanometers to hundreds of nanometers. If the
electrode is made of normal metals, the electron spin
decoherence can arise from thermal current fluctuations
in the electrode, which turn into magnetic field
fluctuations, known as thermal magnetic noise.

The spin coherence time on a conducting surface in the
presence of thermal magnetic noise is given by 46

T2 =
64πw (w + t)

γ2eµ
2
0Re (σ) t

1

kBT + 3
4~ω coth

(
~ω

2kBT

) , (10)

where γe is the gyromagnetic ratio of the electron, σ is
the complex electrical conductivity of the metal, ω is the
Zeeman angular frequency for an applied magnetic field
B0 parallel to the surface, t is the thickness of the metal,
and w is the distance between the electron and electrode
(refer to Fig. 1). A higher conductivity σ or a smaller
distance w gives more prominent decoherence and thus a
shorter T2.

Assuming a 100 nm thick high-conductivity metal,
such as copper with the resistivity ≈ 2 nΩ· cm at
10 mK 47, and a 10 nm thick solid Ne, we can estimate
the coherence time when B0 = 0.35 T to be T2 = 0.18 ms.
This is much shorter than the T2 from the preceding
mechanisms. In Table I, we list how T2 varies with the
thicknesses of metal electrode and Ne film. In all cases,
T2 is longer than 0.1 ms, still longer than the T2 in most
semiconductor spin qubits 14.

Nonetheless, most electrodes are made of supercon-
ducting Al or Nb films today 36. Then the dissipation
through thermal currents vanishes. The fluctuation also
vanishes according to the fluctuation-dissipation theo-
rem. Thus theoretically, the thermal magnetic noise from
a superconducting film is zero. Experimentally, thermal
magnetic noise in conductors below 4.2 K was measured
using a quantum interference magnetometer 48. It was

Table I Calculated coherence time T2 for a copper electrode
at T = 10 mK (resistivity ≈ 2 nΩ· cm) with varied thicknesses
t of the metal electrode and w of the Ne film.

t (nm) w (nm) T2 (s)
10 10 3.0 × 10−4

10 100 1.9 × 10−2

10 1000 1.7
100 10 1.8 × 10−4

100 100 3.4 × 10−3

100 1000 0.18
1000 10 1.7 × 10−4

1000 100 1.8 × 10−3

1000 1000 0.03

discovered that the noise decreases by more than an or-
der of magnitude when the specimen is superconducting.

The electrons in the metal also carry spins. Hence in
principle, there exist spin density fluctuations besides the
thermal current fluctuations. Spin density fluctuations
can also produce magnetic field fluctuations acting on
the excess electron spin 31. However, if the electrodes
are made of superconducting films, then this decoherence
mechanism is exponentially suppressed. For s-wave
superconductors like Al and Nb, the carriers around the
Fermi surface are s-wave Cooper pairs with total spin
zero. Quasiparticle excitations, whether by charges or
spins, are gapped. The gap constant ∆ corresponds
to an excitation frequency around 80 GHz for Al and
700 GHz for Nb 49, which are too high to be relevant in
the typical experiments at temperatures around 10 mK
and operation frequencies around 10 GHz. So long as the
superconducting films are everywhere superconducting
with no defects like vortices, there should be no spin
density fluctuations that can induce spin decoherence.

D. Electron-nuclear spin-spin interaction

So far, we have ignored the electron spin decoherence
via coupling to the nuclear spins of 21Ne, which has an
abundance of 0.27% = 2700 ppm in natural Ne. The
electron spin S and ith nuclear spin Ii are coupled
through the hyperfine interaction 50,

Hhyper = S ·
N∑
i=1

←→
Ai · Ii = S · b, (11)

where N is the number of nuclear spins, b ≡
∑N

i=1

←→
Ai ·Ii

is an effective field (Overhauser field) and the hyperfine

interaction tensor
←→
Ai for the i th nuclear spin takes the

form of magnetic dipole-dipole interaction in our system,

←→
Ai =

µ0

4π

γeγn
r3i

(
←→
1 − 3riri

r2i

)
. (12)

Here, γe and γn are the gyromagnetic ratios of the

electron and 21Ne nuclear spins, respectively,
←→
1 is the

identity tensor and ri is the displacement vector of the
i th 21Ne spin from the electron spin.

Random thermal distributions of the nuclear spins
give rise to a decoherence channel for the electron
spin. In an external magnetic field around B0 =
0.35 T, the Zeeman frequency of a 21Ne nuclear spin
is only around 7.7 MHz, equivalent to 400µK. The
typical 10 mK experimental temperature is much higher
than this and yields significant thermal fluctuations of
nuclear spin configurations. The random orientations of
nuclear spins then lead to a quasi-statically fluctuating
Overhauser field that acts on the electron spin and causes
decoherence 5,50.

We can estimate the inhomogeneous dephasing time
T ∗2 due to the thermal fluctuations of the Overhauser
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field (inhomogeneous broadening). We still take the
external magnetic field B0 = 0.35 T in x and the electron
Zeeman frequency f = 9.8 GHz, much larger than the
hyperfine interaction strength (< 1 MHz) and the 21Ne
nuclear spin resonance frequency ∼ 7.7 MHz . Therefore,
we can take the secular approximation for the hyperfine
interaction 5,50,51, which reduces to

Hhyper ≈ Sx
N∑
i=1

Axx
i Ixi . (13)

Then the Overhauser field becomes

bx =

N∑
i=1

Axx
i Ixi . (14)

The thermal distribution of the nuclear spins Ixi
induces an inhomogeneous broadening of the field,

∆bx =
√
〈b2x〉

=

√√√√ N∑
i=1

(Axx
i )2〈Ixi Ixi 〉 =

3

2
~

√√√√ N∑
i=1

(Axx
i )2

=
µ0

5~
µBµnnAn = 8994 Hz, (15)

where 〈· · · 〉 means the average value of operators in
the initial states of nuclear spins Ixi , n is the Ne atom
number density, An = 0.27% is the natural abundance of
21Ne, and µn = 0.66µN is the magnetic dipole moment
of 21Ne 52. To get this expression, we have taken an
approximation by converting summation into integration
in a continuous medium and assuming 21Ne atoms are
uniformly distributed.

Under the further assumption of Gaussian distribution
of the random Overhauser field, the inhomogeneous
dephasing time of the electron spin reads 5,51

T ∗2 (An = 0.27%) =

√
2

∆bx
= 0.16 ms. (16)

Although this inhomogeneous dephasing time of the
electron spin is only on the order of 0.1 ms, the
involved thermal noise from the nuclear spins has
very low frequencies, i.e., being quasi-static, and
can be completely removed by dynamic decoupling
techniques 5,50,51. This can offer several orders of
magnitude longer T2 as shown below.

In addition, the dipole-dipole interaction between 21Ne
nuclei may cause pair-wise nuclear-spin flip-flops and
hence dynamical quantum fluctuations of the Overhauser
field to the electron spin. This will also contribute to
decoherence, though in a minor way 5,50,51. An accurate
evaluation of this effect requires solution of the quantum
many-body dynamics of interacting nuclear spins 53,54

beyond the scope of this paper.
We now exploit an algebraic expression to estimate

the electron spin coherence time T2 measured under the

application of Hahn echoes 55. For a dilute nuclear spin
bath (< 1028 m−3) in a magnetic field strong enough to
validate the secular approximation, a phenomenological
expression can give a good estimate on the coherence
time without exactly solving the spin Hamiltonian and
time evolution. For solid Ne with the natural abundance
of 21Ne, the coherence time can be found as 55

T2(An = 0.27%) = c |gn|−1.6 I−1.1n (Ann)−1 = 30 ms,
(17)

where c = 1.5 × 1024 m−3 s is an isotope independent
constant, gn = −0.44 is the nuclear spin g-factor of
21Ne 52, and In = 3/2 is the the nuclear spin quantum
number of 21Ne.

Practically, the influence of 21Ne nuclear spins to the
electron spin coherence can be suppressed by isotopic
purification. Isotopically purified 22Ne with only 1 ppm
of 21Ne is commercially available (Cryoin Engineering
Ltd.) 56 For 1 ppm of 21Ne, the estimated inhomogeneous
dephasing time T ∗2 is 0.43 s, and the coherence time T2
under Hahn echoes can reach 81 s.

III. DISCUSSION

Finally, we propose an experimental scheme to realize
the single-electron spin qubits on solid Ne in the cQED
architecture. Our scheme follows what have been
demonstrated in the semiconductor QD spin qubits 57–61.
The electron can be trapped in either a single-quantum-
dot (SQD) or a double-quantum-dot (DQD) structure
on the solid Ne surface. A uniform, in-plane magnetic
field in x can be applied along the surface to produce the
Zeeman splitting. A pair of cobalt (Co) micromagnets
can be fabricated on the two sides of the electron trap
to produce a nonuniform magnetic field, whose field
direction is mainly in z and gradient direction is mainly in
x. This field gradient, typically on the order of 1 T/µm,
can provide a synthetic spin-motion coupling. Since we
have experimentally demonstrated the strong coupling
between the motional (charge) states of the electron
and microwave photons in a superconducting resonator,
so long as the spin-motion coupling is strong enough,
the spin states can also strongly couple with microwave
photons. In this framework, known as the electric dipole
spin resonance (EDSR), the electron spin states can
be addressed and readout by the electric, rather than
magnetic, part of microwave photons. Two electron spins
can be entangled with each other by placing two electrons
at the two ends of a resonator and letting them exchange
virtual photons 62,63.

However, it is worth mentioning that the spin qubits
achieved in this way, though will have a much longer
coherence time than that of charge qubits, may not
achieve the intrinsic spin coherence time calculated
above, because of the introduced permanent spin-motion
coupling and the consequent sensitivity to charge noise.
If the spin-motion coupling can be made switchable, e.g.
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by a superconducting current that can be turned on
and off at will 33, then it is more likely to approach the
intrinsic spin coherence time.

Besides, there is one more caution to take. While
the in-plane uniform magnetic field, commonly on
the order of 0.3 T, and the out-of-plane nonuniform
magnetic field from the micromagnets cannot destroy
the superconductivity of Nb thin films as a whole,
some magnetic fluxes may penetrate through the thin
films and be trapped as vortices. Quasiparticles
(bound fermion states) inside the vortex cores can
have a reduced gap ∆′ ∼ ∆2/EF (EF is the electron
Fermi energy in Nb) 64 that is much smaller than the
original superconducting gap ∆. Excitation of these
quasiparticles may cause interstate transitions leading to
additional spin relaxation and decoherence to the qubit.
In-depth studies of these processes will be left in our
future work.

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have presented a systematic
theoretical study of the decoherence mechanisms of a
single electron spin on a solid Ne surface at 10 mK
temperature. We find that the relaxation time T1 of
an electron spin in a magnetic field of 0.35 T is on the
order of 1011 s in vacuum and 103 s in a superconducting
cavity with quality factor Q ∼ 104 and mode volume V
around 10−5λ3. These give the upper bounds ∼ 1012 s
and ∼ 104 s for the corresponding coherence time T2.
We then show that without considering nuclear spins of
21Ne, the coherence time of an electron spin can exceed
106 s under the thermal phonon induced fluctuations of
Ne diamagnetic susceptibility. We have also investigated
the decoherence processes from the thermal magnetic

noise in normal metal electrodes made of Cu. In this
case, we have T2 ∼ 0.17 ms − 1.7 s depending on the
thicknesses of metal and Ne films. Nonetheless, the
electrodes in the cQED architecture are usually made
of superconducting Al or Nb, and hence do not carry
thermal magnetic noise. For a solid Ne sample containing
the natural abundance of 0.27% = 2700 ppm 21Ne, we
estimate that the inhomogeneous dephasing time T ∗2 due
to the electron-nuclear spin-spin interaction is around
0.16 ms. However, the decoherence induced by 21Ne
nuclear spins can be suppressed by isotopic purification
of Ne. A solid Ne with 1 ppm of 21Ne yields T ∗2 = 0.43 s.
Furthermore, this decoherence source can be eliminated
by dynamic decoupling techniques thanks to the quasi-
static nature of the thermal fluctuations of nuclear spins.
The remaining dynamical quantum noises due to nuclear-
nuclear dipole interaction can be mitigated by standard
Hahn echo techniques. The coherence time T2 can be
improved to 30 ms for natural Ne and 81 s for purified Ne.
These results indicate that single-electron spin qubits on
solid Ne can become promising new spin qubits that are
superior to most existing semiconductor spin qubits.
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