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The event-driven hybrid-pixel detector readout chip, Timepix3, has the ability to simultaneously
measure the time of an event on the nanosecond timescale and the energy deposited in the sensor.
However, the behaviour of the system when two events are recorded in quick succession of each other
on the same pixel was not studied in detail previously. We present experimental measurements,
circuit simulations, and an empirical model for the impact of a preceding event on this energy
measurements, which can result in a loss as high as 70 %. Accounting for this effect enables
more precise compensation, particularly for phenomena like timewalk. This results in significant
improvements in time resolution – in the best case, multiple tens of nanoseconds – when two events
happen in rapid succession.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the rapidly evolving field of scientific and industrial
imaging, there is an ever-increasing need for detectors
capable of sensing individual events with high temporal
and spatial resolution, while being able to cope with high
event rates [1–4]. Such detectors have a broad range of
applications, including nuclear medicine, high-speed in-
dustrial inspection, particle and atomic, molecular, and
optical (AMO)-physics experiments [5–11]. In addition
to single-event time and location determination, its en-
ergy deposited in the sensor is also an important aspect.
Particularly, in AMO physics, the precise measurement
of the charged-particle time-of-flight is imperative for
ionic fragments identification and the 3D momentum vec-
tor determination – both relevant for chemical dynamics
studies [12, 13]. Furthermore, in the context of Bragg
peak recognition for proton therapy, energy measurement
makes it possible to identify the energy deposition profile
of protons, a key factor in dose delivery [8, 9, 14]. In
the realm of high-energy physics, energy information can
inform about the number of particles striking the detec-
tor simultaneously, contributing to particle identification
and event reconstruction [4, 15–17]. Additionally, for as-
trophysics applications, the brightness of events such as
gamma bursts or while monitoring space weather, is in-
valuable to determine the nature of the phenomena under
investigation [18].

However, the question remains whether one can still ac-
curately determine events when two or more occur within
a short period of time. This is particularly pertinent
for AMO, high-energy physics and radiation therapy ap-
plications, where high-intensity, high-frequency events
are commonplace [4, 14, 19]. Here, the detector’s ability
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to accurately measure and differentiate between rapid,
successive events becomes crucial.

The Medipix collaboration has developed the Timepix
line of hybrid-pixel detectors [20–22]. These detectors,
such as the current Timepix3 and Timepix4 models, of-
fer high spatial and temporal resolution, a low mass,
low-power usage, high radiation tolerance as well as the
possibility to be used with visible photons [1, 22–24]. In
this regard, the versions for visible light have the great
advantage that large-area detectors can be imaged onto
the camera chip using optical methods. Additionally, with
the help of image intensifiers, a single photon sensitiv-
ity can be achieved, important for instance for neutrino
experiments [25]. In general, all these detectors can mea-
sure single particles at low noise and with a high dynamic
range. They can time stamp these events by time-of-
arrival (ToA) at a resolution from 1.6 ns down to only
hundreds of picoseconds. In addition, the amplifier is
designed such that the duration of the pulse produced
by a hit is proportional to the energy deposited in the
sensor and thus, by measuring the duration of the pulse
(time over threshold, ToT) the deposited energy can be
approximated [20, 22, 26].

The Timepix3 chip handles multiple consecutive events,
illustrated in the upper row in Figure 1, in three distinct
ways depending on the timing of the incoming events [20],
depicted in the lower row of Figure 1. In Figure 1 b, the
second event arrives during the readout time of the first
event and, therefore, is discarded and only the first event
is recorded. Figure 1 a shows the case when the second
event arrives within the ToT of the first event or within
25 ns after the signal from the first event went below
the threshold. This results in a single detector event
for which, due to analogue pile up, the measured ToT
is approximately the sum of the ToTs of the individual
events, as illustrated in Figure 1 a. The third scenario is
that the second event arrives after the readout time of
the first event is completed; both are recorded as separate
events. The expected ToT distribution, assuming equal
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FIG. 1. Sketch of event processing in Timepix3. The top
row presents an illustration of two events impinging on a
detector pixel at different times. Their resulting intensity
(ToT) histograms are drawn in the 2nd row, indicated by the
purple line. The darker color represents the actual measured
events, whereas the lighter colour indicates lost histogram
events.

intensities for both events, is illustrated in the lower row
and should consist of two hits with similar ToT values
provided the two events have the same amplitude.

Here, we report measurements on the influence of pre-
ceding pulses on the intensity recorded, which demon-
strate an influence for pulse-to-pulse separations up to
∼10 µs. Following a brief description of our experimental
setup, we present our experimental results from a system-
atic study of the Timepix3 response to a second event in
a single pixel within a few microseconds. We propose an
explanation for the observed effect, yielding a predictive
model for Timepix3 that could be used to correct the
observed effect in post-analysis.

II. METHODS

A. Experimental setup

The experimental setup is illustrated in Figure 2. Two
super-bright light-emitting diodes (LEDs) are mounted
next to each other facing a light-sensitive Timepix3 cam-
era built by Amsterdam Scientific Instruments based on
homebuilt chips [24, 27]. The camera objective is slightly
out of focus to have the resulting images of the two LEDs
slightly overlap on the sensor. A delay generator (Stanford
Research DG645) was used to control the signal amplitude
and relative delay of the LEDs. The delay generator was
set to internal trigger mode at a repetition rate of 100 Hz.
The reference output channel of the delay generator is
used as a trigger-input signal for the Timepix3 camera.

To independently control the intensity and delay of
the LEDs, each LED was connected to a separate output
channel of the delay generator. To operate the LEDs

within a ToT range of 0.1–2 µs, the channel level and
pulse width were adjusted, as indicated in the lower part
of Figure 2, between 2 . . . 5 V and 15 . . . 50 ns, respectively.
For the smaller ToT the voltage was adjusted at a constant
pulse duration of 15 ns until the desired ToT was reached.
All other ToTs were adjusted by picking the corresponding
pulse duration at a channel level of 5 V. All pulse durations
applied were still short enough for the relevant timescales
of the experiment, e. g., some µs. For the delay scans,
LED 1 was kept at a fixed delay with respect to the
reference trigger and the delay of LED 2 was swept.

The adjustable reference current IKrum in the Timepix3
chip that controls how quickly the amplifier output voltage
in a pixel returns to its baseline value after charge is
deposited was set to IKrum = 10 steps; 1 step for the
digital-to-analogue converter corresponds to 0.24 nA. The
data was recorded for 15 s, corresponding to 1500 event
pairs, at each delay point. Additionally, all pixels but one
were electronically masked on the Timepix3 hardware. We
carefully tested that the masking does not influence the
dynamics described below and is not influenced by effects
that might be related to synchronous illumination of a
large fraction of the pixels in the matrix. The hardware
was controlled using PymePix [28, 29] with Tango [30].

To eliminate the possibility of the LEDs themselves
being the source of the demonstrated behavior, we also
performed independent measurements of the brightness
of the two LEDs with a photodiode (Thorlabs, DET10).
Here, the light of the LEDs was focused with a 25 mm focal
length lens onto the photodiode, the signal was amplified
by transimpedance amplifier (Femto, HVA-500M-20-B)
and recorded by a digitizer (SPDevices ADQ14). The
amplitude of the second LED was constant within the
error of the measurement and did not depend on delay,
as shown in Figure S1.

B. Circuit model

To conceptionally understand the dynamics of a single
Timepix3 pixel, it is required to look into its electronics.
A schematic of the simplified charge sensitive amplifier
(CSA) circuit implemented in every pixel used to am-
plify the signal delivered by the sensor is provided in
the right part in Figure 2. It illustrates (1) the equiva-
lent small signal circuit model of a sensor (green), (2) a
simplified amplifier circuit based on a cascaded common
source transistor (MIn) (orange) and (3) the feedback
reset path (blue). The feedback reset path is based on
the Krummenacher architecture [31], and it implements
two functions. The first function is to discharge the feed-
back capacitor (CFBK) with a constant current after the
charge delivered by the sensor has been integrated. Since
the discharge rate is constant, it results in a ToT that
is almost linearly proportional to the deposited charge.
This function is performed by the transistors MFBK1 and
MFBK2 that, together with the tail-current source IKrum,
form a differential-pair structure. The second function is
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FIG. 2. Schematic of the experimental setup, the trigger scheme, and a single pixel circuit: The left upper part depicts the
experimental setup with the Timepix3 camera facing two LEDs controlled for intensity and delays by a delay generator. The
lower left part depicts the trigger scheme for the camera and LEDs, respectively. The height and width of the vertical boxes
illustrate the control of the illumination for the respective LEDs by controlling the widths and amplitudes of the driver pulses.
The right shows an illustration of a simplified schematic from a single pixel of the Timepix3-front-end amplifier, highlighting the
equivalent small signal circuit model of a sensor (green), an amplifier circuit based on a cascaded common source transistor
(orange), and the feedback reset path (blue). Currents, voltages, and capacitances are labelled by I, V, C and transistors as M.

to compensate for the leakage current produced by the
sensor, which can vary over time. The circuit can react to
changes in leakage current at frequencies up to ∼100 kHz,
though usually the natural drifts occur more slowly than
this. The leakage-current-compensation network is, there-
fore, a low-pass frequency circuit in a feedback path whose
purpose is to filter the very low frequency components of
the signal delivered by the sensor, i. e., the leakage current.
The single pixel circuit diagram includes CFBK and CLeak
as real capacitance components. CLeak is usually chosen
on the order of hundreds of femto farads. The remain-
ing capacitors model equivalent or parasitic capacitances
intrinsic to the electronics.

C. Detector simulation

A simulation of the pixel response was made using Ca-
dence Virtuoso [32] based on the circuit shown in Figure 2.
Figure 3 a shows the output voltage VOut of the amplifier
following an input pulse of 5000 electrons. The sensor ex-
hibits a positive polarity, which means that a decrease in
VOut is actually indicative of an increase in input voltage
VIn. When the current pulse arrives, there is a rapid initial
voltage decrease (increase) within the first 50 ns for VOut

(VIn). Following this, there is a linear increase (decrease)
in VOut (VIn), due to the linear discharge of the capacitor

CFBK through the feedback circuit. The duration of the
linear VOut increase is proportional to the magnitude of
the input electron pulse. This voltage is subsequently
recorded by the discriminator to determine the ToT. The
discharge process spans approximately 1.4 µs, designated
as region 1 (blue area), exhibits damped oscillations in
region 2 (red), and concludes slightly above VOut around
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line), the results from an electronic-circuit simulation (solid
purple line), and the results from the empirical model (red
dashed line). (b) Recovery times τ as a function of ToT(0)

1 and
ToT(0)

2 obtained from the fits using (1); see text for details.

2.7 µs, marking the onset of an exponential decay toward
the initial voltage in region 3 (green); VOut converges with
a time constant of 12.3 µs.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Experimental results

Figure 4 a shows the measured ToT1 (blue dots) from
LED 1 and ToT2 (orange dots) from LED 2 as a function
of the delay ∆t between the two LEDs. The brightness
was adjusted such that ToT(0)

1 = 0.710 µs and ToT(0)
2

= 0.703 µs. Furthermore, we set IKrum = 10 steps. ToT1

is constant (ToT(0)
1 ) as a function of the delay whereas

ToT2 shows a much richer dynamics, and three distinct
areas can be identified. In the first ∼1.5 µs (region 1)
a sharp drop of ToT2 is observed. ToT2 experiences a
significant recovery over the next roughly 1.2 µs (region 2)
and fully recovers within the following ∼10 µs to ToT(0)

2
(region 3). The exponential recovery in the third region
can be described by the model

ToT2(∆t) = ToT(0)
2
(
1−B exp(−∆t/τ)

)
(1)

with the recovering time τ and a fitting constant B. The
green line in Figure 4 a shows a fit to the data points
with ToT(0)

2 = 0.703 µs, B = 0.09 and τ = 8.4 µs.
Figure 4 b shows the recovery time τ extracted from (1)

for a range of ToT(0)
1 and ToT(0)

2 combinations between
0.1 and 2 µs. The recovery time is almost constant for
all intensity combinations, with a mean recovery time of
8.2 µs and a root-mean-square (RMS) deviation of 0.8 µs.

The relative signal, ToT2/ToT(0)
2 , at ∆t = 3 µs is shown

in Figure 5 a as a function of ToT(0)
1 and ToT(0)

2 . A linear
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increase as a function of ToT(0)
1 is observed for all ToT(0)

2 ,
which is also depicted in Figure 5 d for a selection of
ToT(0)

2 -line outs. A larger slope is observed for smaller
ToT(0)

2 values. The linearity of the relative signal as a
function of ToT(0)

1 for all ToT(0)
1 –ToT(0)

2 combinations
implies that the observed dynamics happens in the linear
region of sensor operation and is not a saturation effect
caused by the first LED pulse.

The relationship between the recovery time τ and IKrum
is illustrated in Figure 6 as blue dots. Empirically, it was
found that the recovery time was inversely proportional to
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FIG. 6. Dependency of the recovery time τ on IKrum. The
line represents a weighted fit, Q/IKrum with Q = 103.4, of the
experimental data points with their standard error.
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IKrum. The fitting model, described by Q/IKrum with Q =
103.4, is represented by the orange line. The reciprocal
relationship between IKrum and the recovery time implies
that small changes in IKrum at small IKrum will result in
a significant change in the recovery time, whereas the
asymptotic slope is almost zero at higher IKrum values,
with τ = 0.41 µs at the maximum IKrum = 250 steps.

B. Detector simulation

As depicted in Figure 4 a, the variation of ToT2 with ∆t
is closely related to the amplifier’s voltage response, and
the non-equilibrium state of the amplifier upon arrival
of the second pulse will affect its measured ToT. The
decrease in ToT2 is due to two reasons, as depicted in
Figure 3 b. Firstly, the non-equilibrium state in region 3
results in a larger current on the input side and, therefore,
an effective larger IKrum. This is indicated by the steeper
negative slope of the second event after the peak. Secondly,
the shift in the voltage results in a reduced pulse height
above the threshold. This explains the disproportionate
reduction in signal observed when the second pulse is
small, as seen in the bottom-right of Figure 5 a. In
summary, both effects result in a decreased ToT2 in region
3.

Careful inspection of the simulation results shows good
qualitative agreement regarding the slow recovery time
extracted from the experiment. This can be explained
by considering two components: the capacitor CLeak and
the transistor MLeak in the leakage current compensation
circuit. The temporary increase in leakage current com-
pensation due to an incoming pulse is due to a charge
increase on the capacitor CLeak, which leads to a higher
MLeak transistor gate voltage, increasing its current. This
increased current in the transistor in turn causes the ca-
pacitor to discharge, resulting in an exponential decay to
the baseline. The associated time constant is given by

τLeak =
CLeak

gmMLeak

, (2)

where gmMLeak
is the small-signal transconductance of

the transistor MLeak. Given the values CLeak ∼ 350 fF
and gmMLeak 24.5 nS (for IKrum = 1.5 nA), this results
in a time constant of τLeak = 14.3 µs, which is close to
the experimentally observed recovery time. A qualitative
sketch of the above described behaviour is provided in
Figure S3. As shown by (2), the time constant is inversely
proportional to the transconductance of the leakage cur-
rent compensation transistor MLeak. Experimentally, the
time constant is inversely proportional to IKrum, as shown
in Figure 6, which implies that the transconductance
increases linearly with IKrum. This is consistent with
simulation; the transistor is being operated in weak inver-
sion, and under these conditions, the transconductance is
proportional to the current.

So far, we have discussed region 3 of the amplifier- and
ToT response corresponding to timescales longer than

3.2 µs. To account for the full temporal behaviour, we
consider a circuit analysis using the Laplace transform of
the circuit’s transfer function. Points where the Laplace
transform tends to infinity are called “poles”, and corre-
spond to characteristic responses of the circuit, consisting
generally of exponential responses, sinusoidal oscillations,
or a combination of these (e. g. damped oscillations). The
circuit contains five reactive elements (five capacitors)
as depicted in Figure 2. There are, however, only four
independent initial conditions for these elements because
capacitors CDET, CFBK, and COUT form a loop in which
setting the initial conditions on two of them fixes the state
of the third one. This leads to a system with four poles,
which are on the left half plane, i. e., they correspond to
either exponential decays or damped oscillations. One
of these four poles corresponds to the long exponential
undershoot in region 3 already discussed above. A second
one corresponds to the rising amplifier pulse. Further de-
tailed analysis of the circuit shows that, depending on the
choice of the dimensions of the transistors in the front-end
and also on the parasitic capacitances that are present in
the circuit layout, the remaining two poles in the transfer
function can be a pair of complex conjugate poles, corre-
sponding to a damped sinusoidal oscillation in the time
domain. These poles produce the pronounced damped
oscillation of the time waveform signal in region 2. There-
fore, in region 2, a greater loss of the second pulse’s ToT is
observed than expected from the exponential decay alone,
due to the sinusoidal undershoot suppressing the signal
level. Finally, at very short times below ∆t = 1.1 µs,
when decreasing the delay time further, the second pulse
piles up in the tail of the first pulse, effectively “decreasing”
the threshold, i. e., “increasing” the ToT. Decreasing the
delay time even further leads to a scenario when the two
pulses cannot be distinguished as separate events at the
input of the discriminator, as explained in Figure 1 a–b.

The observed effect is intrinsic to this kind of amplifier
design, but delicately depends on the exact values of the
used components and details of the circuit design used
for the amplifier. We also confirmed the behaviour with
a different chip and multiple pixels, showing the overall
same characteristic with slightly different fitting constants.
For example, as shown in Figure S2, for another camera
with an IKrum = 10, the recovery time was τ ∼ 4.5 µs
with a width of 0.4 µs. We attribute these seemingly
different results to the fact that the IKrum value is not
an absolute calibrated value across multiple sensors, but
varies from chip to chip.

C. Loss model

To predict the expected reduction in ToT2 following
an earlier illumination event with ToT1 within delays
observed in region 3, we developed an empirical mathe-
matical model. Creating a model that encompasses the
more complex dynamics of regions 1 and 2 is outside the
scope of this work; see elsewhere for detailed numerical
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detector simulations [33]. We assume that the decrease
of ToT2 was primarily influenced by two effects: (1) due
to increased leakage compensation a faster discharge of
CFBK is obtained and (2) due to the too high discharge of
CFBK the voltage level at which the second pulse starts
off is lower than in the equilibrium level as illustrated
in Figure 3. With this, the relative loss r(∆t) can be
modelled in first order as:

1−ToT2(∆t)

ToT(0)
2

≈ ToT(0)
1 e−∆t/τm

(
d

ToT(0)
2 (∆t)− tret

+ g

)
.

(3)
Here, ToT(0)

1 denotes the intensity of the first pulse in
microseconds, ∆t represents the time between the first
and second hit in microseconds, τm is a fitting parame-
ter representing the recovery time in microseconds, d is
used to describe an offset between the equilibrium leak-
age compensation and the one due to a higher discharge,
ToT2(∆t) is the measured amplitude of the 2nd event at
the time ∆t, tret is an empirical parameter to improve
the fit and g represents the factor responsible for the
increased slope from a faster discharge due to higher leak-
age compensation. The good agreement between model
and experimental data can also be observed in Figure 4 a
indicated by the red dashed line. See the corresponding
Section S4 in the supplementary information for more
details.

Applying the model to the data presented, we list
the parameters as follows: τm = 8.03 µs, d = 0.019,
tret = 0.136 µs, g = 0.112 µs−1. The model’s recovery
time closely aligns with the experimental recovery time
of τ = 8.01 µs, as seen in Figure 4 b. Due to tret in
the denominator, the model only works for values greater
than τret. Moreover, we note that due to variations in fab-
rication, the value of these parameters will vary somewhat
between different Timepix3 chips, cf. our corresponding
experimental findings above.

To further illustrate the strong agreement between our
model and experimental data, Figure 5 c depicts the dif-
ference between the model’s results outlined in Figure 5 b
from (3) and the actual experimental measurements in
Figure 5 a at ∆t = 3 µs. Notably, the maximum relative
difference of 3 % between the model and the experimental
data is merely ±3.5%, and this variation is most pro-
nounced for the lowest ToT2. The deviation is attributed
to the simplicity of the model. Comparing Figure 5 a
and Figure 5 b, this model allows estimating the real and
correcting the measured ToT. It consequently improves
the time resolution and the intensity RMS [19, 26].

To obtain this calibration for a given Timepix3 assembly,
it is beneficial to record more points for smaller ToT2s,
whereas for ToT2 ≳ 0.7 µs this is not as critical any more.
For our data, we found it sufficient to measure ToT2 in
the range 0.1 . . . 0.5 µs in increments of 0.1 µs and at
1, 1.5, 2 µs to obtain a very good fit.

The real ToT(0)
2 can be obtained from the measured

ToT2 and ToT1 by solving (3) for ToT2. However, an

easier way is to use the relative loss directly:

ToT(0)
2 =

ToT2(∆t)

1− r(∆t)
. (4)

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Timepix3 based detectors not only enable precise
nanosecond-level event timing, but also offer valuable
deposited-energy information, crucial for a wide range of
applications and essential for mitigating timewalk inac-
curacies in time measurements. We found a systematic
underestimation of event intensity for events registered
within ∼10 µs after previous events in the same pixel.
For delays exceeding 2 µs, this effect diminished expo-
nentially, with the time constant contingent on 1/IKrum.
Our comprehensive analysis, utilizing integrating circuit
design and simulations, is in very good agreement with
the experimental observations.

Additionally, we introduce an empirical model to quan-
titatively assess the relative loss in the second event when
the time interval between the first and second events
exceeds approximately 3 µs. This model demonstrates
exceptional alignment with experimental data and offers
the potential for real-time post-processing correction of
ToT losses. The implementation of such correction mea-
sures holds the promise of improving experimental data,
thereby enhancing our proficiency in sub-pixel positioning,
timewalk correction, and related applications. To correct
the data from other cameras using the model, the above
measurements are necessary in combination with the fits
presented.

Overall, our findings not only advance our understand-
ing of Timepix3’s capabilities, but also provide clear prac-
tical means to optimize the detectors’ performance for
a wide range of applications that benefit from improved
time resolution and precise event-intensity measurements.
In similar detectors like Medipix3 and Timepix4, the de-
scribed effect is either not present or reduced due to a
different functionality or amplifier design, respectively. In
future developments, it is envisioned to eliminate this loss
fully entirely.
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S1. Intensity measurements with a photodiode

To determine if the observed effect of a reduced ToT2
originates from the LEDs themselves, we measured their
intensity with a photodiode (Thorlabs, DET10) and an
analog-to-digital converter (SPDevices, ADQ14) in com-
bination with a fast amplifier (Femto, HVA-500M-20-B).
The measured voltage which is proportional to the inten-
sity is shown in Figure S1 as a function of the relative
timing. A constant intensity is observed at all times.
This shows that the observed exponential recovery is not
related to the LEDs and the light production themselves.
The noise is attributed to the low signal levels and the
corresponding difficulties in determining the intensity.

S2. Recovery time comparison for different
Timepix3 detectors

Figure S2 shows the recovery time for a more sparse
matrix as provided in the main manuscript for a different
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Figure S1. Voltage amplitude of LED 2 measured with a
photodiode as a function of the delay to LED 1; every point
represents an average over 100 single measurements.
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Figure S2. Recovery time τ matrix from a different Timepix3
detector.

Timepix3 detector. Figure S2 b shows a histogram of the
corresponding recovery times and a Gaussian fit. The
average recovery time was determined to be τ = 4.4 µs
with a FWHM = 0.3 µs. Although the IKrum settings
were the same as in the main text, the recovery time
is about half as long as for the other camera. This is
attributed to the fact, that the absolute values for IKrum
and the threshold are different across different detectors.

S3. Temporal charge accumulation dynamics and
regimes in sensor feedback circuit

The temporal charge accumulation after an incoming
pulse from the sensor of CFBK and CLeak is illustrated in
Figure S3. The three different regimes encoded by colour
correspond to the different time scales determined in the
main text. During the first phase, while the charge on
the feedback capacitor CFBK is accumulated, the leak-
age compensation capacitor is still not reacting. In the
second phase, while CFBK is linearly discharged, charge
accumulates on CLeak in the same way. However, due to
the lag in the leakage compensation circuit, CFBK is dis-
charged more than its equilibrium value. In phase 3, while
the charge on CLeak returns to equilibrium, on the same
timescale, CFBK also returns to its equilibrium charge
state. See main text for a more detailed explanation.
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Figure S3. Sketch of the temporal charge evolution for CFBK

and CLeak after an incoming pulse.

S4. Mathematical model for loss

In the following section, we provide a derivation of the
developed model, to estimate the loss in the second event
during the exponential recovery phase. In first, order
ToT2(∆t) is given by the following equation

ToT2(∆t) =

ToT(0)
2 − de−∆t/τmToT(0)

1 − ge−∆t/τmToT(0)
1 ToT(0)

2 .
(1)

The equation is based on the following arguments. The
initially accumulated charge from the second event and
therefore ToT(0)

2 is reduced by two components (a sketch
is provided in Figure 3 b in the main document). Firstly,
the second term on the right side describes the reduction
of ToT(0)

2 due to a lower voltage baseline in a specific pixel.
The lowering of the baseline should be proportional to the
charge introduced by the first pulse and therefore also in
first order proportional to ToT(0)

1 . Additionally, the base-
line should recover to its equilibrium value exponentially
with a time constant τm. The proportionality constant
is given by d. Secondly, the third term on the right side
describes the reduction of ToT(0)

2 due to an increased
slope for the charge flow. The increase of the slope should
be again proportional to ToT(0)

1 because it is caused by
the first pulse. It should also exponentially return to its
equilibrium value with the same time constant τm as the
second term, since both effects are caused by the leakage
current compensation as discussed in Section III B in the
main document. Furthermore, it should in first order
linearly dependent on the amount of charge introduced
by the second pulse and therefore is again in first a linear

function in ToT(0)
2 . This proportionality constant is given

by g. Within this model, we can evaluate the relative loss,
r(∆t), given by

r(∆t) = 1− ToT2(∆t)

ToT(0)
2

= ToT(0)
1 e−∆t/τm

(
d

ToT(0)
2 (∆t)

+ g

)

= ToT(0)
1 e−∆t/τmA. (2)

To obtain the fit constants τm, d and g from the experi-
ment and to empirically potentially improve the expres-
sion, a series of fits were applied to the measured data.
From Figure 5 d in the main document, the measured
relative loss as a function of ToT(0)

1 for various ToT(0)
2

is shown. A linear increase is observed for all ToT(0)
2

as expected from Equation 2. Their fitted slopes are
depicted in Figure S4 a as the function of the relative
timing t between the two light pulses for various ToT(0)

2 .
An exponential decrease is observed for all ToT(0)

2 and
the fitted time constants τm are depicted in Figure S4 b
as a function of ToT(0)

2 . The time constant as a function
of ToT(0)

2 is constant (τm = 8.03 µs), which is in very
good agreement with the data shown in Figure 5 b in
the main document. Figure S4 c shows the remaining
part A corresponding to d/ToT(0)

2 (∆t) + g in Equation 2
as a function of ToT(0)

2 . The green curve is a fit to this
functional dependency that does not fit the data well,
especially for small ToT(0)

2 . Therefore, an additional em-
pirical retardation of ToT(0)

2 given by tret was introduced,
which leads to a good fit of the data as shown by the
orange curve in Figure S4 c. The final model for the
reduction in first order can therefore be written as

r(∆t) = 1− ToT2(∆t)

ToT(0)
2

= ToT(0)
1 e−∆t/τm

(
d

ToT(0)
2 (∆t) + tret

+ g

)
. (3)

Finally, ToT(0)
2 can directly be evaluated from the reduc-

tion using

ToT(0)
2 =

ToT2(∆t)

1− r(∆t)
. (4)

The complete procedure can again be found in the note-
book, accompanied by the supplementary material.
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