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Group-IV color centers in diamond (SiV–, GeV–, SnV–) have emerged as leading solid-state spin-
photon interfaces for quantum information processing applications. However, these qubits require
cryogenic temperatures to achieve high fidelity operation due to interactions with the thermal
phonon bath. In this work, we: (i) derive a detailed model of the decoherence from first-order
acoustic phonon processes acting on the spin-orbit fine structure of these color centers; (ii) demon-
strate agreement of the model’s predicted coherence times with previous measurements; (iii) identify
regimes to suppress phonon-mediated decoherence by changing magnetic-field and strain bias to al-
low higher temperature operation. This methodology enables prediction of decoherence processes in
other color centers and solid-state qubit systems coupled to a thermal bath via a parasitic two-level
system. By experiment-anchored decoherence models, we facilitate optimizing qubit coherence for
specific applications and devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

Solid-state qubits are promising platforms for quan-
tum computing [1–3] and communication [4–6] proto-
cols, which require highly coherent quantum informa-
tion. However, these qubits couple strongly to the solid-
state thermal environment, causing decoherence which
is a complicated function of the qubit state, qubit-
environment coupling, and the thermal excitations’ prop-
erties. Decoherence is typically minimized by cooling to
millikelvin temperatures to depopulate thermal excita-
tions, but cryogenic operation limits the cooling power
available to remove heat produced during qubit opera-
tion. Since this limitation becomes more severe at colder
operating temperature, it is important to understand
regimes where qubits are resilient to higher temperature
operation. Detailed modeling of qubit decoherence to
predict and understand these regimes is therefore an im-
portant need for quantum technologies.

In this paper, we develop a first-principles decoher-
ence model for one of the leading systems for solid-state
quantum spin-photon interfaces, the negatively charged
group-IV color centers in diamond [7–11]. These point
defects consist of a group-IV dopant sitting in a split-
vacancy configuration between two missing carbon atoms
in the diamond lattice (see Fig. 1a). The color center
traps a single charge carrier in localized orbitals, giving
it a spin and orbital degree of freedom in the ground state
suitable for holding quantum information. Previous work
modeling color center coherence has focused on second-
order optical phonon processes [12, 13], or the effect of the
nuclear spin bath [14]. This first-principles modeling of
coherence does not capture the main decoherence process
for group-IV negatives, which is dominated by first-order
absorption and emission of acoustic phonons by the par-
asitic orbital degree of freedom [15]. Phenomenological
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FIG. 1. (a) Diagram of a group-IV color center composed
of a group-IV dopant (blue) at a split-vacancy position in the
diamond lattice (carbon atoms shown in black, vacancies in
red). (b) Energy diagram for the resulting four-level system,
with labeled transitions and transition cross-sections corre-
sponding to the branch flipping (green, χB), qubit flipping
(blue, χ′

Q) and qubit+branch flipping (red, χ′
B).

modeling of the first-order processes with fitted free pa-
rameters has also been published [15, 16], and is the basis
for current understanding of these color centers’ coher-
ence. However, the lack of detailed first-principles under-
standing of coherence means that these models are not
guaranteed to give accurate predictions when extended
to arbitrary bias or environmental conditions. Wile pre-
vious work has shown increases in coherence times by
changing strain bias [17] and engineering the phonon den-
sity of states [18, 19], it has not been possible to predict
how T1/2 coherence times change under arbitrary tem-
perature, strain, magnetic field, and phonon density of
states.

The model presented in this paper solves these prob-
lems by deriving the first-order phonon-mediated deco-
herence process from first principles, presented in three
parts. We first derive the model using the group-IV
color centers’ strain susceptibilities in Section II, and
then compare the predicted coherence times with exist-
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ing literature in Section III. Finally, we discuss optimal
bias conditions and associated trade-offs in Section IV,
showing that there are regimes with improved coherence
not predicted by previous phenomenological models.

II. MODELING DECOHERENCE PROCESSES

In the standard spin-orbit basis spanned by the or-
bit/spin states |eg±⟩L ⊗ |↑ / ↓⟩S, the group-IV color cen-
ters can be modeled with the Hamiltonian [7]

ĤS = ĤSOC + ĤEgx + ĤEgy + ĤB + ĤL (1)

where ĤSOC = λSOCσ
L
z σ

S
z/2 is the spin-orbit coupling,

ĤEgx/y = −αEgx/yσ
L
x/y is the effect of strain, ĤB =

gµBB · Ŝ is the spin Zeeman term, ĤL = qµBBzσ
L
z is

the orbital Zeeman term, g is the electron g-factor, q is
the orbital quenching factor, µB is the Bohr magneton,
B is the applied magnetic field, Ŝ = (σS

x, σ
S
y , σ

S
z )/2 is the

standard electron spin operator, and σ
L/S
i are the Pauli

matrices applied to the orbital/spin degree of freedom.
The forms of the four-level Hamiltonian for these pertur-
bations are inferred from group theory [7, 20, 21], gener-
ally up to a constant factor that must be calculated from
first principles [22] or measured experimentally [7, 23].

To model decoherence processes, it is convenient to
describe the group-IV fine structure as a pair of cou-
pled two-level systems: a qubit degree of freedom and a
parasitic branch degree of freedom. As shown schemat-
ically in Fig. 1b, the state of the branch degree of free-
dom denotes whether the system is in the upper or lower
branch, whereas the qubit state dictates whether the sys-
tem is in the upper or lower level within the branch. In
the system’s eigenbasis |n⟩ , n ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, we can there-
fore define |0B0Q⟩ = |0⟩, |0B1Q⟩ = |1⟩, |1B0Q⟩ = |2⟩,
|1B1Q⟩ = |3⟩. In this new basis, the four-level system
can be parameterized without loss of generality as

ĤS =
1

2
ωQσ

Q
z +

1

2
ωBσ

B
z +

1

4
λeffσ

Q
z σ

B
z (2)

where ωB is the branch splitting determined by the
strength of the spin-orbit coupling and the applied strain,
and ωQ is the qubit frequency determined by the applied
magnetic field and the effective g-factor. The effective
coupling strength λeff can be viewed as a difference in
the qubit frequency ωQ conditioned on the state of the
branch degree of freedom. This coupling originates from
the orbital magnetic response ĤL, and will go to zero
as Bz goes to zero, or strain becomes much larger than
spin-orbit coupling as demonstrated later in Section IV.
For typical group-IV color centers, we can assume that
ωB ≫ ωQ ≫ λeff .

A. Spin-Phonon Coupling

We first develop a model of the phonon-mediated de-
coherence of the group-IV color center spin-orbit system.
We restrict the derivation to first-order phonon absorp-
tion and emission processes, which are expected to be
the dominant source of decoherence for these color cen-
ters [15]. Since these processes will involve phonons with
frequencies of at most ωB ≈ λSOC, given typical values of
λSOC = 50 GHz – 3 THz [22] we can treat the phonons
within the long-wavelength linear elastic limit. In this
regime, thermal phonons apply a strain approximated as
being constant over the extent of the color center, whose
form depends only on the bulk diamond stiffness. This
is substantially different from decoherence in the NV–,
which is dominated by second-order Raman scattering
of quasi-localized optical phonons [12, 13]. The classical
displacement due to the phonons can be described as a
superposition of plane waves

ui(x⃗, t) =
∑
k⃗m

(
Ak⃗mqi k⃗me

i(knxn−ω
k⃗m

t) + h.c.
)

(3)

where Ak⃗m is the amplitude of the mode with wavector

k⃗ in mode m ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The qi k⃗m are unit magnitude
solutions to the classical phonon eigenmode equation.

ρω2
k⃗m

qi = cijklkjkkql (4)

where Einstein summation notation is used on the tensor
components, ρ is the density of diamond, and cijkl is the
Hooke stiffness tensor of diamond. The modes propagate

at a velocity dependent on the direction k̂ equal to ck̂m =
ωk⃗m/k.
To create a quantum-mechanical description of the

phonons, we canonically substitute the classical ampli-
tudes for quantum annihilation operators Ak⃗me

−iω
k⃗m

t →
âk⃗m. Placing the color center at the origin, the strain
due to the phonon modes will then be described by the
strain operator

ϵ̂uv =
∑
k⃗m

i

√
ℏ

64π3ρωk⃗m

(
kuqvk⃗m + kvquk⃗m

) (
âk⃗m − â†

k⃗m

)
(5)

As outlined in equation 1, the group-IV system is
susceptible to strain through the ĤEgx/y terms. The
amount of strain maps to the αR strain components as
αR = DRuvϵuv, where R ∈ {Egx, Egy}, and DR are strain
susceptibility matrices that depend on two parameters,
d and f , which are properties of the color center being
modeled [23]

DEgx
=

 d 0 f/2
0 −d 0

f/2 0 0


DEgy

=

 0 −d 0
−d 0 f/2
0 f/2 0

 (6)
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The total Hamiltonian of the group-IV-phonon system
can therefore be modeled as

ĤT = ĤS + ĤB + V̂ (7)

The bath Hamiltonian ĤB is the standard phonon field
Hamiltonian

ĤB =
∑
k⃗m

ℏωk⃗mâ
†
k⃗m

âk⃗m (8)

The coupling V̂ is the coupling between the phonon
modes and the group-IV negative system. Given the
phonon-induced strain operator in equation 5, the strain
susceptibilities in equation 6, and the effect of the strain
on the group-IV system from equation 1, this coupling
reduces to

V̂ =
∑
k⃗mR

gk⃗mRĥRP̂k⃗m (9)

where ĥEgx/y = −σL
x/y, P̂k⃗m = i(âk⃗m − â†

k⃗m
) and

gk⃗mR =

√
ℏ

16π3ρωk⃗m

DRuvkuqvk̃m (10)

The Hamiltonian in equation 7 completely describes
the group-IV spin-orbit system interacting with a phonon
bath to first order.

B. Phonon-Mediated Decoherence

We now turn to modeling the incoherent evolution of
the group-IV color center in the presence of a bath oc-
cupied by thermal phonons. This can be accomplished
by assuming that the system and bath states are ini-
tially separable, and tracing out the phonon bath under
the Born-Markov approximation using standard meth-
ods [24]. The density matrix of the four-level spin-orbit
system, ρ, then evolves in the interaction picture as

˙̃ρ(t) =
∑
k⃗mR

∑
iji′j′

g2
k⃗mR

ℏ2
([

ŝRijρ̃(t), ŝ
†
Ri′j′

]
Γk⃗me

i∆iji′j′ t

+
[
ŝRi′j′ , ρ̃(t)ŝ

†
Rij

]
Γ∗
k⃗m

e−i∆iji′j′ t
) (11)

where ŝRij = |i⟩⟨i| ĥR |j⟩⟨j|, ∆iji′j′ = (ωi−ωj)− (ωi′ −ωj′),
and

Γk⃗m =

∫ ∞

0

Tr
(
P̃ †
k⃗m

(t)P̃k⃗m(t− s)ρth

)
e−iδωijsds (12)

We neglect for now all terms with i ̸= i′ and j ̸= j′ under
the rotating wave approximation. The imaginary part of
equation 12 gives a Lamb shift due to the phonon bath
that we will assume is already absorbed into other pa-
rameters of the system Hamiltonian in equation 1, and

which we can therefore neglect. Evaluating the real part
of the integral in equation 12, and substituting into equa-
tion 11 results in Lindbladian evolution of the four-level
system

˙̃ρ(t) =
∑
ij

γij

(
σ̂ijρ̃(t)σ̂

†
ij −

1

2

{
σ̂†
ijσ̂ij, ρ̃(t)

})
(13)

with σ̂ij = |i⟩⟨j|, and

γij = 2π
∑
R

|hRij|2 χR |ωi − ωj|3 ñth(ωi − ωj) (14)

and where

ñth(ω) =

{(
eℏω/kBT ) − 1

)−1
, ω > 0(

eℏω/kBT ) − 1
)−1

+ 1, ω < 0
(15)

is the thermal occupation modified to account for spon-
taneous emission. Note that χR, which corresponds to
a phonon absorption cross-section, can be calculated us-
ing the coupling constants gk⃗mR in equation 10 from the
known strain susceptibilities and diamond phonon modes

χR =
∑
m

∫∫ (
DRuvk̂uqvk⃗m

)2
16π3ρℏc5

k̂m

dΩ (16)

where the integration is over the unit sphere. Symmetry
arguments require that χEgx = χEgy = χ. The first order
phonon processes are therefore completely determined by
known parameters.

C. Correction for Degenerate Transitions

In deriving equation 13, we have assumed that only
terms with i = i′ and j = j′ remain. However, in the
situation where λeff is very small, there are pairs of tran-
sitions where i ̸= i′ and j ̸= j′ and ∆iji′j′ ≈ 0. In par-
ticular, the qubit flipping and branch flipping transitions
highlighted in green and blue in Fig. 1b will have differ-
ences in energy of λeff . In the small λeff case, additional
terms from equation 11 need to be included. Convert-
ing from the interaction picture to the Schrödinger pic-
ture, the additional terms are equivalent to performing
the substitution

ŝRij → r̂Rij =
1√
2
(ŝRij + ŝRi′j′) (17)

into equation 13 for each of the degenerate transition
pairs ij/i′j′.

D. Qubit Coherence

Equation 13 describes the incoherent evolution of the
four-level spin-orbit system. However, protocols using
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(b)

(a)

FIG. 2. (a) Illustration of the evolution of the qubit under
a Ramsey sequence in the co-rotating frame conditioned on
being in the upper (blue) and lower (red) branch states. (b)
Evolution of the off-diagonal component of the qubit state as
a function of λeff simulated using the full four-level Lindbla-
dian master equation (solid) and the effective coherence time
(dashed) for an SiV–.

the group-IV color centers typically ignore the branch de-
gree of freedom, and only use the qubit degree of freedom
to store quantum information. It is therefore convenient
to simplify this description to deal with the incoherent
evolution of each degree of freedom separately.

We first examine the branch degree of freedom, which
we accomplish by treating the qubit as being in a com-
pletely mixed state. Tracing over the product of equa-
tion 11 with σ̂B

z yields

d

dt
⟨σ̂B

z ⟩ = −2πχBω
3
B

(
1 + (2nth(ωB) + 1) ⟨σ̂B

z ⟩
)

(18)

from which we can infer the characteristic orbital decay
rate is then

1

TB
1

= 2πχBω
3
B (2nth(ωB) + 1) (19)

and an equilibrium value of

⟨σ̂B
z ⟩th = − tanh

(
ℏωB

2kBT

)
(20)

Here χB = 1
4χ
∑

Rij |hRij|2, is an averaged branch-flipping
phonon-scattering cross-section, where the pairs i, j run
over the green transitions in Fig. 1b.
Similarly, we can extract coherence times for the qubit

degree of freedom by assuming that the branch degree of
freedom quickly relaxes to a thermal state determined by
equation 20. Multiplying equation 11 by σ̂Q

z and taking
the trace gives the phonon-mediated qubit population
relaxation time

1

TQ
1

=
1

TQ′

1

+
1

TB′
S

(21)

The TQ
1 depends on two processes: the first corresponds

to direct phonon absorption/emission processes

1

TQ′

1

= 2πχ′
Qω

3
Q (2nth(ωQ) + 1) (22)

and the second qubit-flipping scattering of photons be-
tween branches (Orbach process)

1

TB′
S

= 4πχ′
Bω

3
B

(
nth(ωB) +

1

2

(
1− ⟨σ̂B

z ⟩th
))

(23)

The χ′
Q/B are the corresponding averaged qubit and

qubit + branch flipping scattering cross-sections labeled
in blue/red in Fig. 1b.
Similarly, we perform the same calculation with σ̂Q

x to
find the transverse relaxation time

1

TQ
2

=
1

2TQ
1

+
1

2TB
S

(24)

In addition to being limited by TQ
1 , the transverse de-

cay rate also caries a contribution from the qubit state-
conserving phonon scattering

1

TB
S

= 4πχBω
3
B

(
nth(ωB) +

1

2

(
1− ⟨σ̂B

z ⟩th
))

(25)

where χB is the averaged branch flipping phonon cross-
section. At sufficiently elevated temperatures where the
phonons with frequency ωB are still thermally occupied,
TB
S ≈ TB

1 . We therefore recover the orbital T1-limited
qubit T2 previously reported in the literature [15].
We have thus far ignored the qubit-branch coupling

λeff , effectively assuming it to be very large such that
equation 13 is valid. First, for the case where λeff = 0, we
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repeat the previous calculations for the qubit state with

the transformation from equation 17. We find that TQ
1

is unaffected; however additional terms from the trans-

formation cancel out the TB
S contribution to TQ

2 , leaving

TQ
2 = 2TQ

1 . This is to be expected, since if two qubits are
completely decoupled and independent from each other,
the dynamics of one should not affect the coherence of
the other.

We next consider the case where λeff is non-zero,
but sufficiently small that the correction for the near-
degenerate transitions cannot be ignored. To understand
this situation, we first consider the effect of a Ramsey ex-
periment performed on the qubit degree of freedom. As
shown in Fig. 2a, a microwave pulse brings the qubit
state onto the equator of the Bloch sphere. For a suffi-
ciently strong pulse, we can assume that the qubit state
is brought to the same point regardless of the branch
state. The system is then allowed to precess for some
time τ , after which the magnitude of the remaining state
is measured by applying another microwave pulse to ro-
tate the states back to the poles. In the frame co-rotating
at ωQ, the qubit state will have precessed by an amount
±λeffτ/2 depending on if it is in the upper/lower branch.
When the branch state is randomly flipped during the
free precession, the degree to which coherence is lost
therefore depends on the phase difference between the
upper and lower branch, resulting in an oscillating decay
rate

γQ
2 =

1

2TQ
1

+
1

2TB
S

(1− cos(λeffτ)) (26)

In the limit of very large λeff ≫ 0, 1 − cos(λeffτ) will
oscillate rapidly, averaging out to ∼ 1, while it will go to
zero as λeff → 0.
It is convenient to define an effective coherence time

from equation 26. After some simplifying assumptions
shown in Appendix A, we use the effective coherence time

TQ
2,eff = 2TQ

1

 1− exp
(
− 2π

λeffT
Q
1

)
1− exp

(
− 2π

λeff

(
1

TQ
1

+ 1
TB
S

))
 (27)

This is illustrated in Fig. 2b, which shows evolution of
⟨σ̂Q

x ⟩ for an SiV– under 100 GHz strain, and magnetic ap-
plied at various angles to change λeff with the magnitude
varied to keep ωQ = 2π · 5 GHz. The effective two-level
exponential decay is shown in dashed lines, alongside the
decay from the full four-level system in solid lines.

III. COMPARISON TO EXPERIMENT

Using the model of first-order phonon-mediated deco-
herence derived in Section II, we can now predict the
coherence properties of the SiV– and SnV– group-IV
color centers. The relevant parameters for the coher-
ence model are taken from various experimental and the-
oretical works, and summarized in Table I. Diamond’s

relevant elastic properties are also taken from previous
work [29].

TABLE I. Summary of the ground state parameters for SiV–

and SnV–, as well as the resulting phonon scattering cross-
sections χ. Nominal values drawn from a[30], b[7], c[23], d[9],
e[28].

Defect λ (GHz) q (exp.) d (PHz) f (PHz) χ (×10−30 s−2)

SiV– 50a 0.1b 1.3c -1.7c 18.1
SnV– 830d 0.15d 0.787e -0.562e 6.2

With these known parameters, we calculate the phonon
scattering cross-section χ, also summarized in Table I,
numerically with equation 16 using the Lebedev quadra-
ture method [31, 32]. We then calculate relevant coher-
ence times at arbitrary temperatures and bias conditions.
A representative comparison between experimentally

measured coherence times taken from [8] for SiV– and
theoretical coherence times calculated from the indepen-
dently measured strain susceptibilities are shown for TB

1

in Fig. 3a, TQ
1 in Fig. 3b, and TQ

2 in Fig. 3c as a function

of temperature. We further plot experimental TB
1 , TQ

1 ,

and TQ
2 for SiV– [8, 15, 25] in Fig. 3d and for SnV– [26–28]

in Fig. 3e against the predicted of coherence time without
fitting. The experimental values are in close agreement
with the predictions, on average within 20% of theory
for SiV–. If we lift the restriction on using the reported
values for magnetic field orientation and strain suscep-
tibility, we can fit the model to the data, reducing the
error to less than 10% (dashed line in Fig. 3b). The
systematic underestimate of coherence, particularly for

TQ
1 , can therefore largely be explained by a combination

of a 5◦ error in magnetic field orientation, in combination
with a 5% error in the strain susceptibility measurement.
The SnV– predictions are also within an order of mag-

nitude of the reported numbers, being underestimated
by a factor of ∼ 1.7, suggesting a ∼ 30% error in the
strain susceptibility parameter, which is only reported
from density functional theory calculations [28], and has
not been measured experimentally. The saturation in

measured TQ
2 for the predicted TQ

2 greater than ∼1 ms
in references [27, 28] are explained by the presence of
nuclear spin bath noise and heating from the pulse se-
quence, which are not covered by this model. The source

of the underestimate of the TQ
1 for SnV– in reference [9]

is less clear; however it may be caused by the change in
density of states from the phononic confinement due to
the small nanopillars used for optical collection efficiency
in this work.

IV. OPTIMAL BIAS CONDITIONS

Having demonstrated the accuracy of the theoretical
model, we now turn to predicting the coherence as a func-
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FIG. 3. (a)-(c) Comparison of theory (red) and experiment (blue) for data for SiV– from Pingault et al. [8] for (a) TB
1 , (b) TQ

1 ,

and (c) TQ
2 as a function of temperature. Solid lines with fill indicate stated experimental uncertainty in bias conditions and

strain susceptibility measurements; dashed line indicates fitted strain susceptibility. (d) Plot of measured coherence times vs
coherence times predicted for the experimental bias conditions and temperatures for SiV–from Jahnke et al. [15] (red), Becker
et al. [25] (green), Pingault et al. [8] (blue) and for (e) SnV–from Trusheim et al. [26] (purple), Rosenthal et al. [27] (yellow),

Guo et al. [28] (grey). Circles indicate TB
1 , upward triangles TQ

1 , and downward triangles TQ
2 for all plots.

tion of bias magnetic field and strain. The TQ
2 is shown

for an SiV– at 4 K as a function of applied strain and
magnetic field angle to the D3d axis in Fig. 4a, where
the magnetic field strength is modulated to maintain

ωQ = 2π · 1 GHz throughout. It is clear that TQ
2 is

large in the case where the strain (α) is large and when
the angle of applied magnetic field from the D3d axis (θ)
approaches 90◦. The former is partially due to the de-
crease in the thermal population of phonons of frequency
ωB, which is predicted by previous models [15] and has
been studied experimentally [6, 17]. However, it is clear
from the derivation in Section II that the decrease in λeff

must also be considered.

As strain increases, the well defined orbital character
of the branch states decreases, which suppresses the con-
tribution of the ĤL term. Similarly, since the ĤL is only

dependent on Bz, applying a magnetic field off-axis from
the D3d axis will also decrease its importance in the final
energy levels. Both increased strain and off-axis mag-
netic field will therefore decrease λeff , as shown in the
contours in Fig. 4a. In the limits of α → ∞ or θ → 90◦,
the coupling between the branch and qubit degrees of

freedom vanish, and TQ
2 is limited by TQ

1 rather than the
much faster phonon-scattering timescale TB

S .

The effect of magnetic field orientation on the coher-
ence time suggests an additional parameter that can be
optimized to improve color center-based protocols. This

is highlighted in Fig. 4c, which shows TQ
2 as a function of

temperature for SiV– and SnV–, with 100 GHz of strain.
We show two different magnetic field angle cases: (1)
magnetic field aligned with D3d axis (solid line), which is
well described by the phenomenological model developed
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FIG. 4. (a) Plot of TQ
2 of SiV– as a function of strain and

B-field angle from the D3d axis at 4 K for a constant 1 GHz
qubit frequency. Red contours highlight select values of λeff .
(b) Transition cyclicity for SiV– as a function of strain andB-
field orientation. (c) Predicted coherence time with 100 GHz
of strain with the B-field aligned (solid) and perpendicular
(dashed) to the D3d axis as a function of temperature for
SiV– and SnV–.

previously [15], and (2) magnetic field perpendicular the
D3d axis (dashed line), which has λeff = 0. A substantial
increase from 100s of nanoseconds to a few microseconds
is predicted for SiV– in the 1-4 K temperature range at
more moderate strains than what has been demonstrated
previously [6, 17]. This increase is not predicted by the
phenomenological model, which does not account for the
effect of small λeff . The difference for SnV– is less pro-
nounced, since the larger spin-orbit coupling means that
a larger magnetic field must be applied to maintain the

1 GHz qubit frequency, which results in a shorter TQ
1 .

The off-axis magnetic field also causes a decrease in both

TQ
1 , as well as optical transition cyclicity, which is shown

in Fig. 4b for SiV–. While cyclicities > 103 can be main-
tained with an off-axis field at moderate (greater than
100 GHz) strain, this is still substantially lower than the
large transition cyclicities > 105 that have been demon-
strated previously [33]. Coherence improvements must
therefore be balanced with changes to readout and en-
tanglement fidelity.

V. CONCLUSION

The theory outlined in this paper provides a method
to quantitatively predict the coherence time of group-
IV color centers from independent measurements of their
strain susceptibilities. We have used this theory to:

1. Predict within 20% the coherence of the SiV–, and
within a factor of ∼ 1.7 the coherence of SnV–,
whose strain susceptibilities have been reported in
the literature.

2. Show that there is a bias parameter, the magnetic
field orientation, which can have a previously un-
recognized effect on the phonon-mediated decoher-
ence process.

Applying an off-axis magnetic field results in an order of

magnitude or larger increase in TQ
2 , at the cost of decreas-

ing the TQ
1 and optical transition cyclicity. This trade-off

should be considered in addition to the known trade-offs
between initialization speed and TQ

1 when selecting bias
conditions [34].
This work opens the possibility of optimizing the mag-

netic angle to balance these trade-offs in a device- or
protocol-specific manner [16]. For example, decreases in
optical cyclicity may be mitigated by operating the color
center in a cavity with high cooperativity, thus decreas-
ing the probability of the optical readout flipping the
spin [6, 35, 36]. In addition, a straightforward exten-
sion of this work can replace the summation over bulk
phonon modes with modes derived from finite element
simulations of nanostructures. This allows for quantita-
tive predictions of the previously studied effects of den-
sity of state engineering on group-IV color center coher-
ence [18, 19].
While we have limited discussion to well-studied emit-

ters, this model is immediately applicable to the other
group-IV color centers, the GeV– [37] and PbV– [26]. The
model is also easily extensible to other novel color cen-
ters with similar spin-orbit ground state fine structures
such as NV0 [38–40] and NiV– [41], as well as multi-
spin hyperfine color centers that couple strongly to an
orbital degree of freedom, such as the 117SnV– [42, 43].
The methods presented here are also applicable to other
quantum systems such as color centers in silicon [44], sil-
icon carbide [45], rare-earth elements in solids [46], and
other emerging host materials [47], as well as spin qubits
in silicon [48] or superconducting qubits [49]. This work
therefore derives a general procedure for making quanti-
tative predictions of coherence for systems where a coher-
ent qubit is coupled indirectly to a bosonic environment
via a thermalized two-level system.
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Appendix A: Effective Coherence Time

We here briefly discuss the derivation of the effective

coherence time TQ
2,eff in equation 27 from the oscillating

decay rate γQ
2 in equation 26.

We first note that when the decay rate is a constant

1/TQ
2 with an initial value ⟨σQ

x ⟩|t=0 = 1, we must have

that ⟨σQ
x ⟩ = e−τ/TQ

2 . Given that the integral of this

quantity from 0 to ∞ is TQ
2 , we can define an equivalent

effective coherence time for the oscillating decay rate

TQ
2,eff =

∫ ∞

0

〈
σQ
x

〉
dt (A1)

The expectation ⟨σQ
x ⟩ under the oscillating decay rate

evolves as

d

dt
⟨σQ

x ⟩ = −γQ
2 (t)⟨σQ

x ⟩ (A2)

Under the initial condition ⟨σQ
x ⟩|t=0 = 1, we solve this

analytically to yield

⟨σQ
x ⟩ = exp

(
− t

2TQ
1

+
sin (λefft)

2TB
S λeff

)
(A3)

Using the periodic nature of the exponent, we can re-
place the improper integral used to define the effective
coherence time in equation A1 with

TQ
2,eff =

∫ 2π

0
exp

(
− t

2TQ
1

+ sin(λeff t)

2TB
S λeff

)
dt

λeff

(
1− exp

(
− 2π

λeff

(
1

2TQ
1

+ 1
2TB

S

))) (A4)

which can be solved numerically.

We can make a further analytical approximation to
the integral in the numerator with Laplace’s method by
expanding the exponent to first order and evaluating to
yield equation 27 in the main text. This approximation
yields the expected coherence time in the limits λeff → 0
and λeff → ∞, however it tends to slightly overestimate
the effective coherence time compared to numerical eval-
uation of equation A4 at intermediate values of λeff . This

overestimation is still acceptable, as the oscillating γQ
2 (t)

is small near t = 0, yielding a larger effective coherence
time over short timescales when coherence has not yet
been lost. Since most quantum information protocols
are concerned with this highly coherent regime anyway,

the analytical approximation to TQ
2,eff is still useful.
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Levonian, and M. D. Lukin, Science 378, 557 (2022),
arXiv:2207.13128.

[7] C. Hepp, T. Müller, V. Waselowski, J. N. Becker, B. Pin-
gault, H. Sternschulte, D. Steinmüller-Nethl, A. Gali,
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