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III-V semiconductor type-II superlattices (T2SLs) are a promising material system with the potential to significantly
reduce the dark current of, and thus realize high-performance in, infrared photodetectors at elevated temperatures.
However, T2SLs have struggled to meet the performance metrics set by the longstanding infrared detector material of
choice, HgCdTe. Recently, epitaxial plasmonic detector architectures have demonstrated T2SL detector performance
comparable to HgCdTe in the 77 K - 195 K temperature range. Here we demonstrate a high operating temperature
plasmonic T2SL detector architecture with high-performance operation at temperatures accessible with two-stage ther-
moelectric coolers. Specifically, we demonstrate long-wave infrared plasmonic detectors operating at temperatures as
high as 230 K while maintaining dark currents below the “Rule 07” heuristic. At a detector operating temperature of 230
K, we realize 22.8% external quantum efficiency in a detector absorber only 372 nm thick (∼ λ0/25) with peak specific
detectivity of 2.29×109 cmHz1/2W−1 at 9.6 µm, well above commercial detectors at the same operating temperature.

The performance of infrared photodetectors, particularly at
long wavelengths, degrades drastically with increasing tem-
perature. Often, expensive and bulky cryo-cooling modules
are required to reduce detector dark current and maintain
acceptable detector performance. In the long-wave infrared
(LWIR 8−13µm), detectors must typically be cooled to near
liquid nitrogen temperatures in order to achieve reasonable
performance metrics, increasing both the cost and weight of
infrared sensor systems. The current and long-time state-
of-the-art LWIR detector is the HgCdTe (MCT) photodetec-
tor. MCT detectors, in addition to suffering the same high-
temperature challenges as any LWIR detector, rely on the epi-
taxial growth of II-VI alloys, for which uniform growth is no-
toriously difficult, especially for the high Hg-content HgCdTe
alloys required for LWIR detection1. Moreover, MCT mate-
rials are facing increased restrictions, including being banned
in European markets, due to environmental concerns associ-
ated with mercury and cadmium2. For this reason there has
been historical, and increasing, interest in developing alterna-
tive materials and architectures, specifically in the III-V semi-
conductor family, for LWIR detection1,3.

Type-II superlattices (T2SLs) comprising III-V semi-
conductor materials offer a promising alternative to the
long-dominant MCT material system for infrared detector
applications4,5. Specifically, when compared to the MCT ma-
terial system, T2SLs are less environmentally problematic, of-
fer more uniform growth (due to the lower vapor pressure of
III-V materials), leverage mature III-V semiconductor device
fabrication processes, and have been theorized to have signif-
icantly lower dark currents5. However, T2SL detectors have
struggled to meet predicted performance metrics, in part a re-
sult of short minority carrier lifetimes6 and/or low absorption
coefficients7. One increasingly attractive approach to over-
coming the poorer performance of T2SL-based detectors has
been to leverage detector architectures which enhance the op-
tical fields in the detector8–16 to increase detector absorption
while maintaining small detector volumes, and therefore low
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dark currents.

A particularly successful implementation of optically-
enhanced T2SL detectors is the recently-demonstrated ultra-
thin (t ∼ λ0/30) plasmonic detector15, which realizes respon-
sivities commensurate with much thicker traditional detectors
(t ∼ λ0), while also demonstrating dark currents substantially
below “Rule 07”17, the heuristic for HgCdTe detectors and
thus a useful benchmark for competing detector technologies.
In such an architecture, an ultra-thin (∼ 311 nm) T2SL de-
tector structure is grown upon a heavily (n++) doped semi-
conductor ‘ground-plane’. The interface between this (plas-
monic) n++ semiconductor material18,19 and the (dielectric)
detector supports surface plasmon-polariton (SPP) modes at
LWIR wavelengths. Incident light is coupled into the tightly-
bound SPP modes via a patterned 2D grating on the detector
surface (Fig. 1(a) inset). The tight confinement of these SPP
modes allows for the absorber thickness, and thus dark cur-
rent, to be drastically reduced.

For the ultra-thin plasmonic detectors, the spectral position
of the resonant plasmonic mode (for a given 2D grating geom-
etry and detector thickness) is largely temperature-invariant
[Fig. 1(a)], while the effective bandgap of the T2SL decreases
with increasing temperature. Figure 1(b) shows rigorous cou-
pled wave analysis20 (RCWA) simulations of plasmonic de-
tector external quantum efficiency (EQE) for absorber cutoff
wavelengths from 9 µm to 14 µm. For these simulations, we
use a complex uniaxial permittivity tensor for the T2SL21 with
ε|| obtained from our previous work15 and ε⊥ = 12.56. As can
be seen in Fig. 1(b), the simulated absorption (EQE) rapidly
increases as the cutoff of the absorber sweeps into the spec-
tral position of the plasmonic mode, after which the absorp-
tion (EQE) saturates as the cutoff of extends past the plas-
monic mode. Thus, for a detector with excellent low temper-
ature performance, increasing the detector operating tempera-
ture offers little additional benefit to responsivity while incur-
ring dramatic increases in dark current [Fig. 1(c)], resulting
in significant degradation of detector specific detectivity (D∗).
However, if the effective bandgap of the absorber is tailored to
extend, at elevated temperatures (T > 200 K), to the spectral
position of the plasmonic mode (as opposed to well-past this
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FIG. 1. (a) Measured temperature-dependent reflection of the fabri-
cated plasmonic ultra-thin detector from 78 K to 300 K. Note that the
dip around 10.4 µm, associated with coupling to a surface plasmon-
polariton, shows a negligible spectral shift across the full temperature
range. Inset is a schematic of one period of the ultra-thin plasmonic
nBn detector and field profiles at resonance (λ = 10.4µm). (b) Sim-
ulated transverse absorption coefficient (dashed lines) and quantum
efficiency (solid lines) of the plasmonic detector as a function of ab-
sorber cutoff wavelength (0% cutoff). As the absorber bandgap ex-
tends to longer wavelengths, diminishing returns in the peak external
quantum efficiency are obtained. (c) Calculated specific detectivity
vs. wavelength (solid lines) and dark current vs. cut-off wavelength
calculated using the “Rule 07” heuristic (scatter plot). As the de-
tector cutoff is extended to longer wavelengths, specific detectivity
initially increases, but then quickly declines due to a combination
of added dark current and effectively constant EQE. The inset is a
schematic depiction of band structure and minority carrier concen-
tration for nBn T2SL detectors with increasing cutoff wavelength.

position on the low-energy side), one would expect to be able
to realize the superior performance of the ultra-thin plasmonic
T2SL detector, but at significantly elevated temperatures.

Here we demonstrate the flexibility of the plasmonic T2SL
detector architecture and, most importantly, the potential for
plasmonic T2SL detectors to out-perform commercial near-

room temperature thermoelectrically cooled HgCdTe detec-
tors. We achieve a substantial operating temperature and
performance increase in the plasmonic detectors, relative to
the initial demonstration of these devices15, by co-designing
the optical and electronic structure of the detector architec-
ture. Optically, we leverage the relative temperature invari-
ance of the plasmonic mode. Electronically, we replace the
barrier superlattice with a wider bandgap ternary layer of
AlAs0.1Sb0.9 to reduce thermionic emission dark current, ad-
just the absorber superlattice geometry for appropriate cut-
off wavelength at high temperatures, and reduce the barrier
layer thickness while increasing the absorber layer thickness
to maximize EQE and minimize detector turn-on voltage.
A detailed description of these adjustments and the detec-
tor design evolution is provided in the Supplemental Mate-
rial. We characterize our detector’s electrical and optical re-
sponse and compare the results to the “Rule 07” heuristic
and commercial MCT detectors. Our detector, operated at
230 K, achieves external quantum efficiency as high as 22.8%
in only a 372 nm thickness absorber with dark currents 4×
lower than “Rule 07”, a factor of two better than our ini-
tial implementation15, resulting in a peak specific detectivity
of 2.29×109 cmHz1/2W−1 at 9.6 µm. Our plasmonic detec-
tor’s specific detectivity is nearly an order of magnitude higher
than commercial HgCdTe detectors operating at the same high
temperature (230 K). The high operating temperature (HOT)
plasmonic detector presented in this work thus offers a viable
alternative to environmentally-problematic thermoelectrically
cooled HgCdTe.

The detectors are grown on an n-type doped GaSb substrate
by molecular beam epitaxy in a Varian Gen-II system with ef-
fusion sources for gallium, indium, aluminum, and silicon,
and valved cracker sources for arsenic and antimony. Growth
begins with a 200nm Te doped (n-type 1×1018 cm−3) GaSb
buffer, above which is grown the plasmonic virtual substrate,
comprising 123 periods of n++ Si doped mid-wave infrared
(MWIR) InAs/InAs0.49Sb0.51 T2SL, with each period hav-
ing 16.5 ML of InAs and 3.5 ML of InAs0.49Sb0.51. Fol-
lowing this plasmonic virtual substrate, the detector structure
is grown, beginning with 47 periods of the unintentionally
doped (UID) absorber superlattice, with each period having
21.4 ML of InAs and 4.6 ML of InAs0.49Sb0.51. Above the
absorber superlattice, 80 nm of ternary AlAs0.1Sb0.9 (UID) is
grown, which acts as a barrier layer. We then grow 7 periods
of the contact layer T2SL (UID), which has the same com-
position as the absorber T2SL. The n++ plasmonic layer is
grown with a doping concentration of ∼ 5×1019 cm−3, and
corresponding Drude parameters18 of a 5.5 µm plasma wave-
length (λp = 2πc/ωp = 5.5µm) and a 1×1013 rad/s scattering
rate (γ = 1×1013 rad/s). Note that while we use a T2SL as
our plasmonic layer to simplify lattice-matching to the lay-
ers above and below the plasmonic film, the higher energy
bandgap of the n++ T2SL, combined with state-filling result-
ing from the high doping, allows this layer to simply be treated
as a Drude metal14,15,22.

Following epitaxial growth, the as-grown material is pat-
terned into mesas of dimensions 340 µm x 540 µm using UV
photolithography and a wet etch. The mesas are etched to a
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depth of 750 nm in order to provide electrical isolation be-
tween mesa top contacts. The detector top and bottom con-
tacts, as well as the 2D metal gratings are then defined using
UV photolithography and a metallization and lift-off process.
The metal layer stack is 3 nm of Pd, 50 nm of Ti, 50 nm of
Pt, and 100 nm of Au, which is a standard shallow contact for
narrow bandgap T2SL materials. Detectors are left unpassi-
vated, however following lift-off the detectors are thoroughly
cleaned in a bath of 90 °C AZ KWIKSTRIP followed by son-
ication in organic solvents (acetone, methanol, and isopropyl
alcohol). For the HOT plasmonic detectors presented here, we
use a 2D grating array with a period of 3 µm and a 50% duty
cycle designed to couple incident LWIR light to SPP modes
bound to the n++/T2SL absorber interface. Following fab-
rication, detectors were mounted onto leadless chip carriers
in a custom-designed temperature-controlled cryostat. Dark
current measurements were taken with the detector blocked
by a copper cold shield thermally connected to the cryostat
cold-finger. Temperature dependent detector dark current as a
function of applied bias (J-V) was measured using a Keithley
2460 low-noise source-meter and is shown in Figure 2(a).

From -300 mV to -600 mV the JV curves are effectively
flat, suggesting a diffusion-limited dark current mechanism.
Beyond -600 mV, the dark current is relatively temperature
insensitive, suggesting the majority of the additional dark cur-
rent at high biases is due to band-to-band tunnelling and/or
mid-gap carrier generation. Shown in Fig. 2(b) is the temper-
ature dependent differential resistance. For elevated tempera-
tures (T> 185K), we observe clear negative differential resis-
tance (NDR) at the onset of diffusion limited behavior. NDR
in photodetectors has been analytically described23,24 and ob-
served in HgCdTe detectors25 and MWIR III-V detectors26,
and has traditionally been attributed to depletion and there-
fore substantial Auger suppression in the detector’s absorber.
Given the ultra-thin absorber utilized in the plasmonic detec-
tors, the experimentally-observed NDR in our device could be
attributed to a similar depletion mechanism and a commen-
surate Auger suppression. Shown in Fig. 2(c) is tempera-
ture dependent dark current at a bias -440 mV compared to
a “Rule 07” where cutoff wavelength at each temperature is
determined by the spectral position of 50% of max EQE at
that temperature For all temperatures the plasmonic detector
shows dark current well below “Rule 07”. Specifically, at 230
K the HOT plasmonic detector possess a dark current ∼ 4×
lower than “Rule 07”.

The fabricated detector responsivity was measured using
a calibrated blackbody source; details of the measurement
and spectral response measurements are described in previous
work15. Shown in Fig. 3(a) is the bias-dependent responsivity
as a function of temperature. As anticipated for barrier detec-
tors, the responsivity peaks at the onset of diffusion-limited
behavior we observe in Fig. 2(a) (relatively flat J-V). How-
ever, this saturation occurs at relatively high biases, near -300
mV at low temperatures and as high as -440 mV at 230 K,
suggesting the valence band offset between the barrier and
the T2SL is nonzero. Future iterations of these devices could
lower this turn-on bias by implementing an optimized barrier
layer. Additionally, the responsivity increases significantly
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FIG. 2. (a) Temperature dependent dark current of the HOT plas-
monic detector. For moderate biases (-370 to -600 mV), the dark
current is relatively flat, characteristic of a diffusion-limited dark cur-
rent. (b) Temperature dependent differential resistance for the same
temperature range show in (a). Negative differential resistance is ob-
served for temperatures greater than 180 K. Inset shows the linear
scale differential resistance for 230 K. (c) Dark current at a bias of
-440 mV (blue) as a function of temperature compared to a “Rule
07” with cutoff wavelength chosen by taking 50% max EQE at each
temperature (red). At 230 K, where the HOT plasmonic detector has
a cutoff wavelength of 10.6 µm, the HOT plasmonic detector has a
dark current ∼ 4× less than “Rule 07”.

at elevated temperatures, which is expected behavior result-
ing from the detector absorber’s cutoff wavelength redshift-
ing into the plasmonic mode and thus enabling the enhanced
absorption of SPPs by the detector’s absorber. However, to
confirm this anticipated behavior, we need the detector’s EQE
spectrum to accurately compare to the simulations show in
Fig. 1(b). Shown in Fig. 3(b) is the measured EQE as a
function of temperature at -440 mV. As expected, the EQE in-
creases substantially as the detector cutoff redshifts into the
plasmonic mode hosted at the n++/T2SL absorber interface.
The substantial increase, and then relative saturation, in EQE
that we observe in our devices is nearly identical to the simu-
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lated EQE in Fig. 1(b), especially for the λco = 9 µm (yellow)
to 11 µm (green) lines. However, we do not reach the nearly
50% EQE in Fig. 1(b) for the simulated λco = 11 um or 12 µm
detectors, suggesting that the cutoff wavelength of the present
detectors could be made slightly longer at 230 K and the in-
crease in EQE may balance the additional dark current. An
additional feature at 7 µm is present, and we attribute this fea-
ture to a TE-polarized guided-mode-resonance. Our 2D sim-
ulations in Fig. 1(b) do not include this feature because they
only consider the (in-plane) TM-polarized absorption.

We estimate specific detectivity with the expression D∗ =
Ri

√
A

2q|I|+4kbT/R , using the measured detector dark current (I)
and responsivity (Ri), with A the mesa area, q the electronic
charge, Boltzmann’s constant kb , T the detector temperature,
and R the differential resistance. The temperature-dependent
estimated spectral specific detectivity at a bias of -440 mV
is shown in Fig. 4(a). Between 150 K and 230 K the peak
specific detectivity only decreases by an order of magnitude.
Above 230 K the low-noise preamplifier (SRS 570) used for
responsivity and spectral response measurements overloads,
so we cannot provide estimated specific detectivity for these
higher temperatures. Note that unlike the simulations pre-
sented in Fig. 1(c), the experimentally-obtained estimated
peak D∗ decreases monotonically with temperature. The sim-
ulations in Fig. 1(c) show D∗ at a fixed temperature for chang-
ing cut-off wavelengths (different superlattices). Our experi-
mental results are sweeping both cutoff wavelength and tem-
perature, the latter of which accounts for the additional, and
unavoidable, decrease in D∗. We attribute the relatively small
reduction in specific detectivity to the exponentially increas-
ing dark current being partially compensated by the increas-
ing EQE as the absorber band edge moves through the opti-
cal resonance of the device. To put the current work in con-
text, we compare the results from our HOT plasmonic detec-
tor to commercial detectors by plotting our estimated specific
detectivity against VIGO system’s thermoelectrically cooled
(230 K) MCT detectors27,28, both photoconductive and pho-
tovoltaic, and VIGO System’s new line of thermoelectrically
cooled (230 K) photoconductive T2SL detectors29. The HOT
plasmonic detector presented in this work shows peak spe-
cific detectivities of 2.29×109 cmHz1/2W−1 at 230 K, while
the commercial detectors only achieve specific detectivities of
1×108 cmHz1/2W−1 to 4×108 cmHz1/2W−1.

The plasmonic LWIR detectors show high performance
when the absorber cut-off wavelength sits just beyond the
wavelength of the plasmonic resonance, but performance de-
grades quickly with increasing temperature due to increas-
ing dark current resulting from the decrease in the absorber
bandgap. The substantial design flexibility offered by the use
of designer epitaxial metals and quantum-engineered device
active regions allows for the careful tailoring of the absorber
for strongly-enhanced LWIR detection at a given tempera-
ture. Specifically, by engineering the electronic and optical
structure of our plasmonic detectors, we realize a LWIR de-
tector, operating at 230 K, which out-performs commercial
detectors at the same temperature. Moreover, we do so in a
III-V material system, which benefits from a mature and well-
established semiconductor fabrication and processing infras-
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FIG. 3. (a) Bias-dependent responsivity (at λband pass = 9.46µm) of
the HOT plasmonic detector as a function of temperature. Responsiv-
ity increases substantially as a function of temperature due to the de-
tector’s cutoff wavelength shifting to longer wavelengths and there-
fore spectrally aligning with the plasmonic enhancement feature. (b)
External quantum efficiency (EQE) spectra as a function of temper-
ature of the HOT plasmonic detector. EQE, similar to responsivity,
increases substantially at elevated temperatures.

tructure, and which does not suffer from the environmental
concerns and restrictions associated with the HgCdTe alloys.
Although these results are a major leap forward in LWIR de-
tector development, there is still a real need to push the op-
eration of high performance infrared detectors to room tem-
perature. A further increase in the operation temperature of
the ultra-thin plasmonic detectors will likely require lever-
aging Auger suppression techniques, perhaps via carefully
engineered superlattices30,31 and/or by implementing novel
electronic device architectures23,32. The demonstrated detec-
tors highlight only one of a range of optical designs incor-
porating integrated plasmonic layers. There exists consider-
able potential for LWIR detector architectures with enhanced
functionality, such as ultra-fast detection, or spectrally tun-
able/switchable detection which could be enabled by differ-
ent plasmonic optoelectronic architectures33. The detectors
demonstrated here are thus an important step towards room
temperature devices, as well as device architectures with the
potential to extend the limits of LWIR detection and detector
functionality.

In summary, we demonstrate a HOT long-wavelength in-
frared detector plasmonic detector which out-performs com-
mercial HgCdTe detectors. We achieve this superior perfor-
mance by carefully tailoring the optical and electronic band
structure of our detector for enhanced LWIR absorption at ele-
vated temperatures. The plasmonic detectors at 230 K possess
EQEs of 22.8% with dark currents 4× lower than “Rule 07”,
and thus peak specific detectivity of 2.29×109 cmHz1/2W−1.
The peak specific detectivity achieved by the plasmonic de-
tectors is nearly an order of magnitude larger that that of com-
mercial MCT detectors operated at the same temperature. The
work presented here demonstrates that not only are the plas-
monic T2SL detectors a viable replacement for single-element
HgCdTe detectors, but in fact out-perform these state-of-the-
art commercial detectors on the key figures of merit for detec-
tor performance.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See the supplementary material for x-ray diffraction mea-
surements of as-grown device material.
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Supplementary Material

DETECTOR DESIGN

The first published demonstration of the plasmonic detectors[1] operated up to 195 K, with EQE curves indicating efficient
absorption of incident light coupled into the plasmonic mode, a result of the detector cutoff wavelength being much longer than
the wavelength of the resonant coupling to the surface plasmon polariton. As thoroughly discussed in the main text, extending
the cutoff wavelength beyond the wavelength of plasmonic mode provides little additional EQE, while contributing substantial
dark current to the device operation. In this section we describe the design evolution of these detectors, from initial experimental
demonstrations, to the devices of Ref. [1], to the detectors of the current work. Shown in Table S1 is a list of representative
detectors and their associated growth parameters and operating properties. Because the plasmonic cavity modulates the device
photoluminescence, the cut-off wavelength of our detectors is instead extracted from the detector response. For all of the
detectors in Table S1, we provide two cut-off wavelengths, the first corresponding to the spectral position where we see 50%
of maximum EQE (EQEmax), the second where EQE drops to 1%. Though the former is most frequently used in traditional
detector characterization, it is less useful for our plasmonic detectors, because for effective bandgaps smaller than the plasmonic
resonance, 50% of EQEmax will always be tied to the position of the plasmonic resonance, not the material bandgap. The latter
(< 1% EQEmax) provides a more accurate estimate of the true effective band-gap of the superlattice absorber material.

Tmax(K) tInAs (ML) tInAsSb (ML) λ50% Max EQE (µm) λ1%EQE (µm) Barrier Type tBarrier (nm) Vop (mV) Peak EQE (%)

170 33 7 11.4 16.4 SL[2] 148 -200 47.5
185 28.9 6.1 11.5 14.6 SL[1] 146 -175 43.3
195 24.7 5.3 11.4 13.5 SL[1] 146 -160 39.0
205 24.7 5.3 11.3 13 AlAs0.1Sb0.9 146 -1025 37.6

230 (this work) 21.4 4.6 10.6 11.6 AlAs0.1Sb0.9 80 -440 22.8

TABLE S1. Table of representative plasmonic detectors with associated growth parameters and operating properties, including operating
temperature, superlattice period geometry, cutoff wavelength, barrier type, and barrier thickness.

The first three generations of plasmonic detectors (Tmax = 170, 185, 195K) used superlattice absorbers with decreasing period
(40, 35, 30 ML) and superlattice (SL) barriers. Decreasing the absorber SL period blue-shifts the effective bandgap (as seen in
the λ1%EQEmax column), with little to no effect on the position of the absorption peak, and subsequent position of λ50% EQEmax .
Increasing the SL effective bandgap results in a manageable decrease in peak EQE (from 47.5% to 39.5%), but significantly
reduces dark current, resulting in an increase in operating temperature, with the device having the shortest period SL absorber
reaching a temperature accessible by thermoelectric coolers[1]. The fixed λ50% EQEmax for these three detectors suggests that
the effective bandgaps (λ1% EQE ) are still long enough to absorb significant light at the wavelength of the plasmonic mode,
suggesting that the cutoff wavelength (λ1% EQE ) could be further shortened. Additionally, concerns about potential thermionic
emission over the superlattice barrier at these high temperatures (JT E ∼ T 2) motivated an adjustment to the barrier design.

A detector was grown identical to the Tmax = 195 K detector, but with a wider bandgap ternary AlAs0.1Sb0.9 barrier, chosen
following the Jet Propulsion Lab’s demonstration of mid-wave infrared detectors with ternary AlAsSb barriers[3] that show
low turn-on biases (-100 to -200 mV) at elevated temperatures (150 K). Changing the barrier to the ternary AlAsSb results in an
improvement in operating temperature to 205 K. However, these detectors possessed an unreasonably high turn on bias (nearly -3
V at 77 K and -1 V at 205 K), far greater than any valence band offset observed in the literature for the Ga-free T2SL system[3].

The uncharacteristically high turn-on biases in the 205 K detector suggest that the new ternary barrier is n-type unintentionally
doped (UID) at a relatively high (∼1×1016 cm−3) concentration, which would induce a diffusion barrier to carrier collection.
Reduction in the voltage needed to overcome this diffusion barrier could be achieved with either a thinner barrier layer or by
counter-doping the ternary layer to reduce UID concentration. However, were the sample to be counter-doped at a level even
slightly greater than the UID of the barrier, the barrier would become p-type, and field would be dropped in the absorber, likely
resulting in a non-negligible depletion region generation-recombination dark current. To avoid this, we instead grew a thinner
AlAs0.1Sb0.9 barrier layer (80 nm) and a thicker (372 nm) shorter cutoff wavelength absorber (the detector of the main text).

Figure S1(a) shows dark current density as a function of temperature for the detectors of Table S1. The Tmax = 230 K detectors
possess the lowest dark current of all detectors, nearly an order of magnitude lower than the Tmax = 195 K detectors, likely a
consequence of the wider bandgap absorber and the increased bandgap ternary barrier. However, detector performance is both
a function of dark current and EQE, and the increase in bandgap is clearly affecting absorption efficiency at the plasmonic
resonance, reducing the peak EQE of the Tmax = 230 K detector. Figure S1(b) shows the dark current relative to “Rule 07”
versus peak EQE, for the detectors in Table S1. The clear trade-off in detector design can be observed: as the cutoff wavelength
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FIG. S1. (a) Dark current as a function of temperature for the plasmonic detectors of Table S1. “Rule 07” is plotted for a cutoff wavelength of
11.4 µm. Excluding the 170 K detector, all generations operate with dark current lower than “Rule 07”. (b) Dark current improvement relative
to “Rule 07” versus peak EQE. As the detector cutoff wavelength is shortened the dark current improves relative to Rule 07, at the price of
decreasing EQE.

decreases, our operation temperature is increased and our dark current relative to “Rule 07” is improved, while the measured
peak EQE monotonically decreases.

STRUCTURAL CHARACTERIZATION

GaSb Substrate

Barrier
Absorber/n++ SL0

n++ SL-1

Absorber SL-1 SL1

SL1

FIG. S2. X-ray diffraction (004) ω −2θ scan of the high-operating-temperature devices. The substrate, AlAsSb barrier layer, 26 ML absorber
superlattice, and 20 ML n++ superlattice are noted on the plot. The substrate peak and absorber/n++ zeroth order superlattice peak are nearly
overlapped, suggesting excellent lattice matching.
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