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The cost, in both computational space and time, of calculating the energy of the ground state of the

transverse Ising model on a fault-tolerant quantum computer is estimated using the Quantum Logic

Array (QLA) architecture model. The QLA is a homogeneous, scalable, tile-based quantum architec-

ture design employing concatenated quantum error correction for the construction of logical qubits

and gates, based on experimentally viable ion-trap device technology parameters and components.

The error correction requirements for calculating the energy on the QLA architecture are compara-

ble to those for factoring large integers via Shor’s quantumfactoring algorithm number due to the

exponential scaling of the computational timesteps with the precision. As a result, a fault-tolerant

QLA-based quantum computer which can factor1024-bit integers can also be used to calculate the

Ising ground-state energy with precision of up to7 decimal digits.

I. INTRODUCTION

The calculation of the basic quantum system properties (eigenstates and eigenvalues) remains a chal-

lenging problem for computational science. One of the most significant issues is the exponential scaling of

the computational resource requirements with the number ofparticles and degrees of freedom, which for

even a small number of particles (∼ 100) exceeds the capabilities of current computer systems. In 1982

Feynman addressed this problem by proposing that it should be possible to use one quantum system as the

basis for the simulation of another [1]. This was the early promise of quantum simulation, and one of the

original motivations for quantum computing. Since that time, many researchers have investigated different

approaches to quantum simulations [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. For example, Abrams and Lloyd have proposed a

quantum algorithm for the efficient computation of eigenvalues and eigenvectors using a quantum computer
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[4]. Many of these papers consider ideal components providing an optimistic perspective on the resource re-

quirements for implementing quantum simulations and computations. However, when one accounts for the

effects of decoherence and technical limitations in the implementation of quantum computing components,

a fault-tolerant approach becomes necessary[8, 9].

The main goal of this paper is to evaluate the quantum simulation/computation resource requirements in

the context of a fault-tolerant quantum computer architecture. The general approach of Abrams and Lloyd

[3, 4] for estimating the ground state energy is analyzed in afault-tolerant framework. The logical quantum

circuit for eigenvalue estimation is encoded into a physical layer based on a fault-tolerant protocol using

well known quantum error correcting codes [9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. Implementation of a fault-tolerant quantum

simulation requires additional quantum resources relative to an ideal error free implementation. We present

here an estimate for the total number of qubits required for afault-tolerant implementation, and the number

of quantum operations at both the logical and physical level.

The resource analysis is performed in the context of a specific quantum simulation problem: computing

the ground state energy of the Transverse Ising Model (TIM).The relevant details of the TIM are described

in Section II. In Section III, we show how the calculation of the TIM ground state energy is mapped

onto the phase estimation algorithm. The required unitary transformations are decomposed into one qubit

gates and two-qubit controlled-not gates using gate identities and the Trotter formula. The one-qubit gates

are approximated by a set of gates which can be executed fault-tolerantly using the Solovay-Kitaev theorem

[14]. The results of Section III are independent of architecture and reflect the number of high-level timesteps

necessary to implement the phase estimation circuit fault-tolerantly.

In Section IV, the fault-tolerant circuit is mapped onto theQuantum Logic Array (QLA) architecture

model [15]. The QLA was originally developed assuming the performance capability of ion trap based

qubits in a series of interconnected traps. The QLA architecture may be applied to any two-dimensional

array of qubits where the qubits are physically moved between locations on a timescale comparable to, or

longer than, the time to execute a single qubit gate operation. The fault-tolerant gate operations, described

in Section III, are described in terms of a series of physicaloperations within the QLA architecture. The

QLA architecture is summarized in Appendix A.

In Section V, the results of the resource analysis are compared with the resource requirements for a QLA

implementation of Shor’s algorithm [15]. Section VI contains the conclusions and possible approaches to

improving the performance for quantum simulation applications.
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II. TRANSVERSE ISING MODEL

The Transverse Ising Model is used for the analysis of the resource requirements for quantum simulation

and computation. The TIM is one of the simplest models exhibiting a quantum phase transition at zero

temperature [16, 17, 18, 19]. The calculation of the ground state energy of the TIM varies from analytically

solvable in the linear case [16] to numerically difficult forfrustrated 2D lattices [20, 21]. For example, the

calculation of the magnetic behavior of frustrated Ising antiferromagnets requires computationally intensive

Monte-Carlo simulations [22]. Given the difficulty of the generic problem and the centrality of the TIM

to studies of quantum phase transitions and quantum annealing, the TIM is a good benchmark model for

quantum computation studies.

The Transverse Ising Model consists of a set ofN -spin-1/2 particles at each site of aD-dimensional

lattice. The TIM HamiltonianHI may be written as [19]:

HI =
∑

i

Γσx
i +

∑

〈i,j〉

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j , (1)

whereJ is the spin-spin interaction energy,Γ is the coupling constant and related to the strength of the

external magnetic field along thêx-direction, and〈i, j〉 implies a sum only over nearest-neighbors.σx
i and

σz
i are the Pauli spin operators for theith spin. We assume~ = 1 throughout this paper.

In the remainder of this paper, we focus on the specific case ofa linear chain TIM of N spins with

constant Ising interaction energyJij = −J . The geometry of this model is shown in Figure 1. The ground

state of the system is determined by the ratio ofΓ/J = g. For the large magnetic field case,g >> 1 the

system is paramagnetic with all the spins aligned along thex̂ axis. In the limit of small magnetic field,

g << 1, the system has two degenerate ferromagnetic ground states, parallel and anti-parallel to thêz axis.

In the the intermediate range of magnetic field strength the linear TIM exhibits a quantum phase transition

atg = 1[19].

k-1 k k+1

x

z

FIG. 1: The 1-D Transverse Ising Model.



4

The TIM Hamiltonian, Equation 1, for the 1-D case with constant coupling can be rewritten as

HI = −J





∑

i

gXi +
∑

i,j=i+1

ZiZj



 (2)

where the Pauli spin operators are replaced with their corresponding matrix operatorsXi, Zi. For the 1-

D TIM, the ground state energy can be calculated analytically in the limit of large N. In the case of a

finite number of spins with non-uniform spin-spin interactions (J not constant), it is possible to efficiently

simulate the TIM using either the Monte-Carlo method [23] orthe density matrix renormalization group

approach [24]. The challenge for classical computers comesfrom the 2-D TIM on frustrated lattice, whose

simulation scales exponentially withN . On the other hand, as we shall see in Sections III, IV, and V,

applying the quantum phase estimation circuit to calculatethe ground state energy of the TIM problem

requires physical qubit resources which scale polynomially with N and number of computational timesteps

which are largely independent withN . In addition, just as the complexity of the problem is independent of

the lattice dimension and layout when applying classical brute force diagonalization, the cost of applying

the quantum phase estimation circuit is largely independent of the dimensionality of the TIM Hamiltonian.

III. DECOMPOSITION OF THE CIRCUIT FOR CALCULATING THE TIM GR OUND-STATE

ENERGY

In this section we map the problem of computing the ground state energy for the TIM Hamiltonian

in Equation 2 to the phase estimation circuit following the Abrams and Lloyd quantum phase estimation

algorithm [3, 4]. We specifically describe how the circuit relates to the number of bits of precision in the

final estimate of the energy and calculate the total number oftimesteps and qubits required to implement the

circuit. To implement the operation in the circuit fault-tolerantly, we decompose each operation into a set of

gates which can be implemented fault-tolerantly using the error correcting codes in the QLA architecture.

The set of gates consists of the Hadamard gate (denoted withH), the two-qubit controlled-not gate (denoted

as the CNOT gate), the single-qubitT andS gates which are rotations around theẑ-axis byπ/8 and

π/4 radians respectively, and the measurement gate. The cost ofthe circuit is calculated based on the

resulting decomposition to accurately represent the resource requirements of the circuit in a fault-tolerant

environment.
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FIG. 2: The phase estimation circuit used to calculate the ground-state energy of the d-Dimensional TIM problem.

The letterm denotes themth qubit in the output register, where0 ≤ m ≤ M − 1.

A. Overview of the circuit for the TIM problem

The circuit for the TIM problem is shown in Figure 2. It consists of anN -qubit input quantum register

corresponding to theN spin-1/2 particles representing the size of the problem and anM -qubit output reg-

ister used for storing the result. The circuit in Figure 2 canbe divided into three distinct steps: initialization,

phase accumulation, and phase measurement.

The initialization step initializes the input and output quantum registers. TheM -qubit output register

is initialized into an equal superposition of all numbers between0 and(2M − 1) via M Hadamard gates

applied in parallel to each qubit. The input register is prepared in an initial quantum state|Ψ〉, which is an

approximation to the ground-state|Ψg〉 of the TIM HamiltonianHI . For the TIM this can be accomplished

using classical approximation techniques to calculate an estimated wavefunction or adiabatic quantum state

preparation techniques [6]. The overlap between|Ψ〉 and|Ψg〉, given by|〈Ψ|Ψg〉|2, is the probability that

the result after measuring the output register at the end of the circuit will allow us to correctly compute

the ground-state energy [4]. Thus, the closer the initial state |Ψ〉 is to the ground-state|Ψg〉 the more

likely the computation will successfully lead to the ground-state energy. The preparation of an approxima-

tion to |Ψg〉 for generic Hamiltonians consisting of two spin interactions is quite difficult [25, 26] but the

phase-estimation algorithm is of comparable complexity asdescribed in Section V. Consequently for the

remainder of this paper, we do not consider the cost of preparing the initial state|Ψ〉. The focus is on the

computational cost of calculating the ground-state energyvia the circuit in Figure 2 given|Ψ〉.

The key to the phase accumulation step of the circuit in Figure 2 is the unitary operatorU(τ) = eiHIτ

with eigenvaluee2πiφ. As shown in the figure, repeated powers ofU(τ) are applied on the input quantum
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register controlled on each successive qubit in the output register. At the completion of the phase accumu-

lation step, the output register is the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) of theM -bit estimate of the phaseφ

of ane eigenvalue ofU(τ)[27].

The phase measurement step of the circuit is whereφ’s M -bit estimate is extracted from the state of the

output register in order to calculateE. The step consists of theM -qubit inverse quantum Fourier transform

(QFT), followed by measurement of each of theM qubits. After applying the QFT, the state of the output

register becomes|x1x2 ... xM 〉, wherexm ∈ {0, 1} corresponds to the state of themth qubit. Measuring

each qubit yields theM -bit binary bitstring “x1x2 ... xM ”, which corresponds to theM -bit approximation

of φ given byφ̃ = 0.x1 ... xM in binary notation. Using the estimate ofφ, the energy,E =
2πφ

τ
, can be

calculated. It will correspond to the ground-state energyEg with probability equal to|〈Ψ|Ψg〉|2.

When setting the parameterτ in the definition ofU(τ), we must consider that the result of the phase

estimation circuit is the binary fraction0.x1 ... xM , which is less than one [3, 4]. Thus, to ensure that this

value is a valid approximation of the phaseφ, we must set the parameterτ such thatτ < 2π/Eg, which

corresponds toφ < 1. In the case of a linear TIM,|Eg| is bounded byNJ(1 + g) [16]. Thus in the region

near the phase transitiong ≈ 1, settingτ to 1/(10JN) satisfies both|Eg| < NJ(1 + g) and the condition

thatφ < 1.

B. Decomposing the Phase Accumulation Step in the TIM Circuit

The first step of the TIM circuit that needs to be decomposed intoH, T , S, and CNOT gates is the phase

accumulation step. As shown in Figure 2, the phase accumulation step consists ofM N -qubit controlled

unitary gates, where themthN -qubit unitary (given byU(τ)2
m

) is controlled on themth qubit in the output

register. Substituting for the TIM Hamiltonian in the expression for the unitaryU(τ)2
m

for some arbitrary

m < M , we can expressU(τ)2
m

as:

U(τ)2
m

= e−i(2mτ)HI = U(2mτ) = exp



−i(2mτ)



−J



g
∑

i

Xi +
∑

i,j=i+1

ZiZj











 , (3)

Since decomposingU(2mτ), as written in Equation 3, is difficult, we can use the Trotterformula [28] to

approximate it as a product of unitary operatorsUx andUzz, which are the two non-commuting components

of the HamiltonianHI . These operators correspond to the evolution of the system under the magnetic field

and the Ising interaction and can be further decomposed independently. Using the Trotter formula, the

approximation forU(2mτ) can be written as:
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U(2mτ) = Ũ(2mτ) + ǫT

= [Ux(Γθ) Uzz(J2θ) Ux(Γθ)]
k + ǫT (4)

wherek ≥ 1 is the integer Trotter parameter,θ = (2mτ/k), andǫT is the Trotter approximation error. As

a function ofθ, the evolution under the magnetic fieldUx(Γθ) and the Ising interactionUzz(J2θ) are given

by:

Ux(θ) =
N−1
∏

j=0

exp(−i
Γθ

2
Xj) (5)

Uzz(2θ) =

N−1
∏

i,j=0,i+1

exp(−iJθZiZj) (6)

For fixed |J | + |Γ|, the Trotter errorǫT is maximized forJ = Γ = 1 corresponding to the critical

g = gc = 1, representing a worst-case scenario for the algorithm. We calculate the resource requirements at

this critical point and assume thatJ = Γ = 1 for the remainder of this paper. The integer Trotter parameter

k is determined via the magnitude ofǫT , which scales asO
(

N (2mτ)3

k2

)

[29]. Thus, ask increases the

Trotter error decreases. SinceǫT must be smaller than the energy precision (2π/2M τ ), k is incremented

until ǫT < (2π/2M τ). The Trotter parameterk scales as:

k = O

(
√

2M+3m

N3

)

, (7)

where for smallm such that the fraction in the equation above is less than unity, the parameterk is simply

one. In Section V,k is numerically calculated for specific examples of the TIM problem and verified to

scale exponentially withm. In addition, the fact thatk scales approximately as1/N can be attributed to the

fact that the angleθ in the Trotter approximation is proportional toτ , which is proportional to1/N . TheN

dependence is unimportant relative to the scaling with precision as shown in Section V.

To see the dependence of the number of timesteps necessary toimplement the controlled-U(2mτ) oper-

ator on the Trotter parameterk, we can expand Equation 4 and writeŨ(2mτ) as:

Ũ(2mτ) = Ux(θ)(Uzz(2θ)Ux(2θ))
k−1Uzz(2θ)Ux(θ) (8)
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Qm

Rzz(2θ)

repeat k times

Ux(θ) Uzz(2θ)

N

Rzz(2θ)

Rzz(2θ)

Rzz(2θ)

Rzz(2θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Ux(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

Rx(θ)

U(2mτ)

U(2mτ)
~

FIG. 3: The Trotter circuit which approximates a givenU(2mτ) applied on allN input Ising qubits and controlled on

themth output qubitQm.

Thus, approximatingU(2mτ) will require the sequential implementation ofk controlled-Uzz(2θ) gates,

(k − 1) controlled-Ux(2θ) gates, and two instances of controlled-Ux(θ) gates, all controlled on themth

output qubit in the output quantum register.

The circuit for the controlled-̃U (2mτ) is shown in Figure 3, which reflects its implementation us-

ing the Trotter formula by illustrating the evolutions under the magnetic fieldUx(θ) and the Ising in-

teractionUzz(2θ). As shown in the right-hand-side of the figure,Ux(θ) can be described as the uni-

tary operatorRx(θ)
⊗N whereRx(θ) = exp(−iθ2X) is a single qubit rotation about thêx axis, applied

to each of theN qubits in the input register. Similarly,Uzz(2θ) can be built from the two qubit ro-

tationsRzz(2θ) = exp(−iθZZ) applied pairwise on all the qubits from the input register. Expand-

ing the right-hand-side of Figure 3 to reflect Equation 8 willgive us a circuit gate sequence given by:

{Ux(θ), Uzz(2θ), Ux(2θ), · · · , Uzz(2θ), Ux(θ)}.

SinceUx(θ), Ux(2θ), andUzz(2θ) arecontrolled operators, each of the individualRx(θ), Rx(2θ), and

Rzz(2θ) gates are also multi-qubit controlled gates and must be expressed in terms of single-qubitRz(θ) =

exp(−iθZ) gates and CNOT gates. This is accomplished with two identities: (1)Rx(θ) = HRz(θ)H, and

(2) Rz(θ) = Rz(θ/4)XR†
z(θ/2)XRz(θ/4) described in Reference [28], where the gateR†

z is the complex

conjugate ofRz. Single-qubitRz gates can be approximated efficiently usingH, T ,T †, andS gates using

the Solovay-Kitaev theorem [14], and thus can be implemented fault-tolerantly with the QLA architecture

when error correction is needed.

Using the above identities, Figure 4 illustrates the transformation of the controlled-Ux(θ) gate into

single-qubitRz(θ/4), R
†
z(θ/2), and CNOT gates. In the construction of the Figure 4 circuit,(N − 1)
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FIG. 4: The decomposition of the controlled unitary operationUx(θ) into single-qubitRz gates and CNOT gates.
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Q
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Rzz(2θ)

Rzz(2θ)

Rzz(2θ)

Qm

FIG. 5: The decomposition of the controlled unitary operation Uzz(2θ) gate into single-qubitRz gates and

CNOT gates.

additional qubits are used to prepare anN -qubit cat state (i.e., the state|00 . . . 0〉+|11 . . . 1〉) in order to par-

allelize each of theN Rz(θ) gates. The preparation of anN -qubit cat-state requires(N − 1) CNOT gates.

As can be seen in Figure 4, the implementation of the cat-state can be executed in parallel with theRz(θ/4)

gates. As shown later, the number of timesteps needed for thecat-state (i.e.O(N)) is several orders of

magnitude less then the timesteps required to implement theRz(θ/4) gate. Thus, the cat-state does not

add any additional timesteps to the implementation of the circuit, but by parallelizing the controlled-Rx(θ)

gates, it makes the number of timesteps to implement the circuit for the controlled-Ux(θ) independent on

N .

The result of decomposing the controlled-Uzz (2θ) gate into into single-qubitRz gates and CNOT gates

is illustrated in Figure 5 forN = 6. The two pairwise stages shown in Figure 3 forUzz can be individually

parallelized by addingN/2 andN/2− 1 additional qubits prepared in a cat state. Each controlled-Rzz(2θ)

gate is first expressed as a controlled-Rz gate and two CNOT gates (via the identity in Figure 6), and then

further decomposed into four CNOT gates, and single-qubitRz(θ/2) andR†
z(θ) gates.
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R
zz
(θ)

R
z
(θ)

FIG. 6: Breaking-down the 3-qubit controlledRzz gate into two-qubit gates.

Taken together, Figures 3, 4, and 5 show the decomposition ofthe controlled-U(2mτ) into the controlled

Ux(θ), Ux(2θ), andUzz(2θ) gates, which are in turn decomposed into the CNOT gate, theH gate, and the

three single-qubit gatesRz(θ), Rz(
θ
2 ), andRz(

θ
4) for θ =

2mτ

k
. Since theRz gates cannot be implemented

fault-tolerantly, each of them must be approximated as a sequence ofT , S, andH gates via the Solovay-

Kitaev algorithm to an accuracy ofǫsk where the length of the sequence scales asO(log3.97(1/ǫsk)) [30].

The Solovay-Kitaev error is equivalent to a slight misrotation of the qubit. We nuumerically calculating the

maximum overrotation that maintains the total error of the approximate unitary gate below the precision.

We find that given a one qubitǫsk and anN qubit ǫT , Nkǫsk < ǫT .

Expanding Equation 8, as a function of theRz gates (by substituting in the decompositions in Figures

4 and 5), shows that the number of computational timesteps necessary to implement the approximation of

U(2mτ) scales asO(kSR), whereSR denotes the length of eachRz sequence. Since there areM controlled

unitary gates for0 ≤ m < M , the total cost of the phase accumulation step in the TIM circuit scales as
∑

mO(kSR). Numerical calculations show thatSR is relatively independent ofm for fixedM andN and

is approximately104 for M ≈ 10 andN ≈ 40.

C. Decomposing the Phase Measurement Step of the TIM Circuit

The third and final step of the phase estimation circuit is shown in Figure 2, which consists of theM -

qubit inverse quantum Fourier transform (QFT) applied on the output register, followed by measurement

of each of theM qubits. The circuit for anM -qubit inverse QFT (shown in Figure 7 forM = 4 qubits)

consists ofO(M2) gates and can be implemented in2M timesteps. Each QFT timestep consists of one or

more controlled-Rj operations, whereRj is a phase shift by2π/2j radians for2 ≤ j ≤ M . As described

by Parker, et al. [31], it is possible to simplify the QFT circuit by distributing theM measurements of the

output register in Figure 2 over a single control qubit that is reused for each measurement and replace the

controlled-Rj gates with analogous single-qubitRj gates. The resulting circuit for the TIM problem using

a single control qubit as the output register is shown in Figure 8, which we use instead of Figure 2 in the

resource analysis.
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FIG. 7: Four-Qubit QFT Circuit.
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FIG. 8: An implementation of the phase estimation algorithmusing one continuously recycled control qubit.

EachR′
m gate in Figure 8 is a sequence ofm single-qubitRz gates, corresponding to themth sequence

of controlled-Rj gates from the standard QFT circuit shown in Figure 7 [31]. Since eachRz gate must be

approximated via the Solovay-Kitaev theorem, the number oftimesteps needed to implemented eachR′
m is

aboutmSR. Thus the total number of timesteps necessary to implement the entire phase estimation circuit

given in Figure 8 for the TIM problem scales as:

M−1
∑

m=0

[O(kSR) +mSR] =
M−1
∑

m=0

O(kSR) + SRM
2 (9)

wherek scales as estimated in Equation 7. When using the circuit in Figure 8, the total number of qubits

required for the TIM problem is2N . N qubits are needed for the input register, one qubit is neededfor

the output register, and maximum(N − 1) ancillary qubits are needed for the cat-state used during the

execution of each controlled unitary. In the next section, the physical resource requirements are calculated

for the circuit in Figure 8, where each of the qubits is a logical qubit and each of the gates is a logical gate

implemented fault-tolerantly.

IV. FAULT-TOLERANT ARCHITECTURE AND GATE DECOMPOSITION

The number of timesteps for the TIM problem and the total qubits required calculated in Section III

reflect an application-level resource estimate for the TIM problem, without taking into account the under-

lying physical implementation of each gate and qubit. In this section, the quantum circuit is considered in
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the context of fault-tolerant quantum error correction [8,32, 33, 34] assuming the QLA architecture model.

The effect of quantum error correction on the circuit’s resource requirements is two-fold.

• First, each qubit in the application circuit is alogical qubit, encoded into the state of a number of

physical qubits. This encoding increases the total number of physical qubits needed.

• Second, each gate is alogical gate, realized via a circuit composed of physical gates applied on the

logical qubits. This increases the number of physical timesteps required to implement each gate and

may even require additional logical qubits.

Both the size of each logical qubit and the implementation ofeach logical gate depend on the perfor-

mance parameters of the underlying physical technology, the type of error correcting code used, and the

level of reliability required per logical operation. The level of reliability required is a function of the length

of the overall computation and the total number of logical qubits necessary. The more logical qubits are

used and the longer it takes to execute the application circuit, the more reliable each operation will need to

be. For the specific instances of the TIM problem considered in Section V, the length of the computation

(i.e. the number of logical timesteps given in Equation 9) isso large that the level of error correction nec-

essary is equivalent to that for implementing the quantum factoring algorithm. A comparison between the

resource requirements for the two applications is providedin Section V C.

The QLA architecture [35, 36] is the underlying logical architecture we use to analyze the resource

requirements of the TIM problem in a fault-tolerant environment. The QLA is a tile-based, homogeneous

quantum architecture design based on the ion-trap technology using surface electrode trap structures [37, 38,

39]. The QLA is explained in detail in the Appendix. Each tilein the QLA represents a single computational

unit capable of executing fault-tolerantly any logical gate from the universal gate set given by:

{H, σ̂n, PT , PS ,CNOT ,Measure}, (10)

whereσ̂n denotes the Paulîσx, σ̂y, andσ̂z operators. The gatesPT andPS are used to initialize ancillary

logical qubits needed for fault-tolerantly realizing the logicalT andS gates. Upon application of thePT

andPS gates, the ancilla qubits are placed in the statesT |+ 〉 andS|+ 〉, respectively.

The QLA was originally designed and evaluated for Shor’s quantum factoring algorithm [40] for

factoring up to2048-bit integers. The error correction procedure used was a concatenated Steane

[[7, 1, 3]] quantum error correcting code [10]. To achieve the reliability necessary for factoring such large
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integers, each logical tile in the QLA was designed to operate and store a level2 logical qubit, which is

composed of7 level 1 logical qubits each encoded into the state of7 physical ion-trap-based qubits. In

this work, we had made some improvements in the design of the architecture, which include the use of the

Bacon-Shor[[9, 1, 3]] error correcting code [13, 41]. Additional details of the analysis of the architecture

and the underlying logical qubit and operations design is provided in the appendix, including a detailed

fault-tolerant threshold analysis for each logical operation and logical operation execution times.

In evaluating the performance of the TIM problem, we characterize the QLA architecture by two metrics.

The quantityQ, denoting the number of computational tiles (i.e. logical qubits) and the quantityK, denoting

the number of logical cycles required to execute the application circuit given in Figure 8. Since the fault-

tolerant implementation of each logical operation in the QLA is dominated by error correction [35], a logical

cycle is defined as time it takes to perform the necessary error correction on a logical qubit. Thus, the

number of logical timesteps required to execute an application, given by Equation 9 for the TIM problem,

can be divided into a number of logical cyclesK, where many logical qubits may be undergoing a quantum

operation during each cycle, with some operations requiring more than one logical cycle to complete. For

example, thePT andPS gates in Equation 10 are implemented using two error correction steps [42] and thus,

require two logical cycles. Similarly, any logical timestep which includes theT andS gates will require6

logical cycles to complete [42], assuming the use of thePT andPS gates. As shown in the appendix, the real

time duration of each QLA level2 encoded logical cycle is approximately0.07 seconds. Thus, the QLA

architecture should be capable of executing14 cycles per second, or14Q logical operations per second,

whereQ is the total number of logical qubit tiles. In addition, eachlevel1 logical qubit requires18 physical

ion-trap-based qubits and each level2 logical qubit requires approximately1200 physical ion-trap-based

qubits.

In the analysis, we also use the aggregate parameter,KQ = K × Q introduced in Reference [34].

An application is defined as executing successfully when theerror probability per logical operation is less

than1/KQ. Assuming a reasonable (if somewhat optimistic) physical ion-trap error probability of10−7

per physical operation [43], an application with aKQ parameter of no greater107 would require no error

correction for successful execution. To determine how the KQ space changes with error correction a detailed

analysis of the fault-tolerant threshold is necessary. In the Appendix for the QLA architecture and optimistic

planar ion trap technology, a threshold of1.7× 10−6 is calculated. As a result, for aKQ value in the range

107 and1.7 × 109 only level1 error correction is necessary, for a range of1.7 × 109 to 4.9 × 1012 level 2

error correction is required, and between4.9×1012 and4.1×1018 level3 error correction would be needed.
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FIG. 9: QLA architecture for the TIM problem

To determine the TIM problem’sQ parameter, the circuit shown in Figure 8 is mapped onto the QLA

logical qubit tiles, where each tile represents a logical qubit. The tiles have four different functionalities.

First, N logical qubit tiles are needed for the input register. Second, a single logical qubit tile is needed

for the control qubit representing the output register. Third, (N − 1) logical qubit tiles are required for the

cat-state qubits, and finally,2N auxiliary logical qubit tiles are included to enable implementation of theT

or S gates. Thus, theN -qubit TIM problem requiresQ = 4N logical qubits to implement with the QLA

architecture.

The resulting logical layout of the architecture is shown inFigure 10 . The architecture is shown as a

square grid of logical qubit tiles with2r tiles per row and column, wherer is approximately
√
N . The data

input register tiles are labeled as{Q1, Q2, . . . , QN}. The output control qubit is labeled as OUT and the

tiles labeled with{C1, C2, . . . , CN−1} are the cat-state logical qubits. Two ancillaryT | + 〉 tiles are used

for each data tile to ensure that a prepared ancillary state is available when aT gate execution is required.

As described in the appendix,S gates require only one logical cycle and no additional qubits at level2 error

correction to implement the code fault-tolerantly, but do require the additional qubits at level1.

With Q = 4N andK scaling as shown in Equation 9, theKQ parameter for the TIM problem scales as

O(2M ) +NM2 for a problem of size N and precision M. In Section V, it is shown that for a wide range of

N andM < 15 this can be achieved using a level 2 EC code. For precision requirements ofM > 15, level

3 error correction is necessary.
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V. PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS

In this section, the resource requirements for the 1-D TIM problem are calculated considering the fault-

tolerant gate decomposition of the circuit given in Figure 8. More specifically, given a problem instanceN

and desired precisionM , in Subsection V A, the logical cyclesK, the number of logical qubitsQ, and the

level of error correction are numerically calculated assuming the QLA architecture. In addition, the resource

requirements for the 1-D TIM problem are generalized to higher dimensions in Subsection V B and compare

the resource requirements to those for implementing the quantum factoring algorithm in Subsection V C.

A. Performance requirements for the 1-D TIM problem

To calculate how many logical cycles are required to implement the 1-D TIM problem, given a specific

problem instanceN , we numerically calculate the following parameters for each controlled unitaryU(2mτ)

for 0 ≤ m < M :

• The integer Trotter parameterk ≥ 1, using the fact that the Trotter errorǫT must be less than the

precision of the calculation2π/2M τ given in units of energy.

• The Solovay-Kitaev sequences used to approximateRz(θ), Rz(θ/2), and Rz(θ/4), for θ =

(2mτ/2k), appearing in the decomposition of eachU(2mτ). The sequences are composed ofH,T ,

andT † gates, where theT andT † gates require6 logical cycles, as discussed in Section IV.

The results, described in more detail later in this section,indicate that the length of the computation for

the ground-state energy is relatively large for several reasons. First, Trotterization of each controlled unitary

is required and the Trotter parameterk = O(2m/N) increases exponentially with the desired precisionM .

Second, when error correction is necessary the number of logical timesteps (or cycles) increases for two

reasons: (1) Within the implementation of each unitaryU(2mτ) the single-qubitRz gates are approximated

using the Solovay-Kitaev theorem; (2) Each timestep in the circuit execution is converted into one or more

logical cycles, which requires manyphysical timesteps to complete due to error correction. Error correction

increases the number of physical timesteps per logical cycle by a factor ofO(nl), wheren is a parameter of

the error correcting code used andl is the level of error correction.

Consider, for example, the number of logical cyclesK for N = 40, shown in Figure 10. The figure

shows the behavior ofK as a function of the desired precisionM ≤ 20, which corresponds to a maxi-

mum precision of6 decimal digits. Considering that they-axis scales logarithmically, the plot shows the
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FIG. 10: Numerical calculations for the number of logical cyclesK (red line) necessary assumingN = 40 spin TIM

problem as a function of the desired precisionM ≤ 20. Estimate of the days of computation are shown with the lower

dashed line.

exponential dependence of the length of the computation to the desired precisionM , as influenced by the

Trotter parameterk. In addition, the sudden increase in the length of the computation atM ≥ 10 is due

to the fact that error correction is required and the number of logical cycles suddenly increases due to the

Solovay-Kitaev approximation sequences. As indicated in the figure, no error correction is required for

M < 10, level2 error correction is required for10 ≤ M ≤ 15 and level3 error correction is required for

M ≥ 16.

The lower-most dashed line in Figure 10 shows the estimated length of the computation in real-time days

rather than logical cyclesK, assuming10 µs physical gate times and the QLA architecture performance

characteristics and underlying device technology, described in the appendix. Depending on the desired

precisionM , calculating the ground-state energy for the40-spin TIM problem will require anywhere from

a few seconds (forM ≤ 9) to greater than105 days (M ≥ 16) to complete. The second sudden increase

in the number of days required atM = 16 can be attributed to the need to employ level3 error correction

instead of level2. This jump is not reflected in the number of logical cycles since the number of logical

cycles does not reflect a change in the error correction levelonce error correction is required.

The results indicate that the length of the computation, as measured in logical cyclesK or real-time days,

is highly sensitive to both the desired precisionM and the level of error correction required. The length of

the computation is not affected by the problem sizeN for N smaller than the length of the Solovay-Kitaev
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sequences. In particular, for each problem instanceN , the number of logical cycles required remains

relatively constant across fixed precisionM , but increase or decrease asM changes. Thus, the precisionM

and not the problem sizeN has the greatest effect on the overall length of the computation.

B. Generalizing the 1-D TIM example to higher dimensions

While a 1-D TIM can be solved classically, a 2-D TIM with frustration cannot. However, the implemen-

tation of the quantum phase estimation circuit in Figures 2 or 8 is largely independent of the geometry of

theN spin states and changes in the values ofΓi andJij . For example, we consider Villain’s model [44].

Villain’s model is a 2-D square lattice where the rows have all ferromagnetic coupling and the columns

alternate between ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic. As discussed in Section III, the preparation of a

ground state may be more difficult for a TIM but the calculation of the ground state energy increases by

only a small factor.

Consider, for example, a square lattice withN spin sites, represented byN qubits in a
√
N ×

√
N grid.

The only change to the circuit for the phase estimation algorithm is the application ofUzz Ising interaction,

which must be broken into two successive steps. First the rows of spin states are treated as the 1-D TIM

problem in parallel, followed by the columns. Since theUzz operations within each step are done in parallel,

we still requireN/2 additional qubits for the cat-states. Given that the rest ofthe operations, including the

QFT implementation, remain the same, the increase in the number of timesteps to implement anN -spin

2-D TIM problem versus a 1-D TIM problem is by less than a factor of two. Similarly, the increase in

the cost between a 1-D and a 3-D TIM problem will be by less thana factor of three. The effect on the

fault-tolerance requirements and the architecture in implementing the 2-D TIM problem is that level2 error

correction will become necessary at precisionM = 10 instead ofM = 11.

C. Comparison of the TIM problem with Factoring using the QLA Architecture

The resource requirements necessary for the TIM problem arecompared with those for implementing

Shor’s quantum factoring algorithm [40] using the QLA. While both applications employ the phase estima-

tion algorithm, several differences in the requirements ofeach application are identified. First, the precision

requirements between the two applications are different. For Shor’s quantum factoring algorithm, the pre-

cisionM must scale linearly with the sizeN of theN -bit number being factored [40], whereN is as high



18

as2048. On the other hand, the desired precisionM is independent of the system sizeN for quantum

simulations, and the application instances considered in this workM ≤ 25.

The second difference lies in the implementation cost of thecontrolled unitary gates during the phase

accumulation step for both application types. In Shor’s algorithm, the unitary is defined asU(τ)|x〉 =

|ax mod N〉 and it can be shown that higher order powers of the unitary canbe generated efficiently

via modular exponentiation [28]. The result is that the implementation cost ofU(τ)2
m

is equal to2m

times the implementation cost ofU(τ). On the other hand, for generic quantum simulation problems, the

implementation cost ofU(τ)2
m

equals2m timesU(τ), because of Trotterization. Thus, the implementation

of the control unitary gates for quantum simulation is not asefficient as that for the modular exponentiation

unitary gates.

A third important difference between the two applications is the creation of the input state|Ψ〉 and in

initializing the input quantum register for the phase estimation algorithm. Any arbitrary state|Ψ〉 can be

expressed as a superposition of the eigenvectors of the unitary U(τ): i.e., |Ψ〉 =
∑

i ci|xi〉, where|xi〉 is

ith eigenstate, observed with probability|ci|2 via the phase estimation algorithm. If|x0〉 is the ground-

state energy eigenstate, then the closer the initial state|Ψ〉 is to |x0〉, the more likely it is that the quantum

simulation algorithm will succeed. On the other hand, for Shor’s Algorithm, the sum of the eigenvectors

of the unitaryU(τ) is simply the state|Ψ〉 = |1〉, which is trivial to map onto theN -qubit input register.

In addition, the eigenvalue corresponding to the majority of the eigenstates for the Shor unitary contains all

that is necessary to calculate the factors of the number being factored.

Finally, factoring integers large enough to be relevant formodern cryptanalysis (i.e.,N = 1024 bits

or higher) requires several orders of magnitude more logical qubits than the scale of quantum simulation

problems considered in this paper. At minimum, the factoring of anN -bit number requires2N + 3 qubits,

using the same one-control qubit circuit given in Figure 8 [45]. As shown later, choosing to use only

the minimum number of qubits required for factoring leads tohigh error correction overhead. A more

reasonable implementation of the factoring algorithm requires O(N2) number of logical qubits, which

is about106 logical qubits for factoring a1024-bit number. On the other hand, the quantum simulation

problems we consider in this paper will require less than500 logical qubits implemented on a real physical

architecture.

Given the differences between these two applications, and the fact that they share the same underlying

algorithm, we examine the relative size of the QLA architecture required implement either application. In

particular, Figure 11 shows the performance of QLA-based quantum computers in KQ space with fixed

physical resources. Each horizontal line corresponds to the KQ limit for a QLA-based architecture modeled
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precision of{1, 3, 4, 6, 7} digits, respectively.

for factoring a1024-bit number (top-most horizontal dashed line), a512-bit number, a128-bit number, and

an 8-bit number, respectively. The physical resources for eachQLA-N quantum computer (whereN =

{1024, 512, 128, 8} bits) are determined by how many logical qubits at level2 error correction are required

assuming the Quantum Carry Look-ahead Adder (QCLA) factoring circuit [35, 46], which requiresO(N2)

logical qubits andO(N log2N) logical cycles. The plateaus in each QLA-N line of Figure 11 represent

using all of the qubits at a specific level of encoding, with the top-most right-hand plateau representing level

1. Where the lines are sloped, the model is that only a certain number of the lower level encoded qubits

can be used. Once this reaches the number of qubits that can beencoded at the next level, the quantum

computer is switched from encoding levelL to L+ 1 by using all the available levelL qubits.

Figure 11 shows that a QLA-N quantum computer is capable of executing an application using levelL

encoded qubits if the application instance is mappedunderneath the line representing the computer at level

L. Factoring a1024-bit number, for example, falls directly on the level2 portion of the QLA-1024 line

(see the square markers). Anything above that line cannot beimplemented with the QLA-1024 computer.

Similarly, factoring a128-bit number maps under the QLA-128 line, but can be accomplished using level

1 qubits. The TIM problem is mapped onto Figure 11 forN = 40 and several binary precision instances:

M = {5, 10, 15, 20, 25}, labeled with the circular markers. As expected, factoringrequires many more
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logical qubits, however, both applications require similar levels of error correction. A decimal precision of

up to4 digits of accuracy (M = 15) can be reached by using a quantum computer capable of factoring an

8-bit number at level2 error correction, however higher precision quickly requires level3 error correction.

The cost of implementing quantum factoring with one-control-qubit was calculated following the struc-

ture of Figure 8, with the unitary gates replaced with the modular exponentiation unitary gates. The results

are shown with the diamond-shaped markers in Figure 11. While this particular implementation is the least

expensive factoring network in terms of logical qubits [45], the high precision requirement ofM = O(N)

makes this network very expensive in terms of timesteps. In fact, the number of timesteps required pushes

the reliability requirements into the level4 and above for factoring even modestly-sized numbers.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the TIM quantum simulation circuit was decomposed into fault-tolerant operations and

have estimated the circuit’s resource requirements and number of logical cyclesK as a function of the de-

sired precisionM in the energy. The analysis was based on the QLA architectureand underlying technology

parameters of trapped ions allowing us to calculate bothK, as a function of the level of error correction,

and the total length of the computationT in real-time.

An example calculation forT in days is demonstrated in the lower dashed line of Figure 10,where

T = Kt for t being the time it takes to execute a single logical cycle on the QLA. Multiple levels of error

correction are necessary (level2 atM = 11 and level3 atM = 16) as the preicion increases. This results

in a long-computational time even for modest precision requirements. For example, atM = 16 (equal to

about5 decimal bits of precision) level3 error correction is required and the estimated time to implement

the TIM problem circuit is approximately6 × 103 years. This is high becauseK itself is very high (about

4 × 1010) and the time per logical cyclet at level3 error correction is approximately5 seconds, assuming

the characteristics of the QLA architecture. On the other hand, if error correction were not required, the

Solovay-Kitaev approximation of the threeRz gates from Section III would not be necessary, andK would

be about6 × 107. In addition,t would be equal to a single physical timestep, which is about10 µs for the

ion-trap technology. This would reduce the total timeT to just over10 minutes.

Unfortunately, the number of logical cyclesK is large enough so that error correctionis required for

implementing the circuit in Figure 8. The reasonK grows so much is due to its linear dependence on the

the Trotter parameterk, which scales exponentially with the maximum desired precisionM . ImprovingK

will require the use of different underlying quantum simulation algorithms or different ways to implement
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the phase estimation algorithm itself that limits its dependence onk. In addition, the Ising HamiltonianHI

is composed of two non-commuting terms given by theUx and theUzz operators. The linear dependence of

the number of timesteps onk is due to the fact that these terms do not commute since the expanded Trotter

approximation forU(2mτ) cannot be reduced. However, there are many physical systems, whose Hamil-

tonians are composed of commuting terms,e.g. the classical Ising model. In those cases, Trotterization

be unnecessary. In future work, we intend to generalize the calculations of the resource requirements to

other physical systems and consider different ways to implement the phase estimation algorithm that limit

its dependence on the Trotter formula.

Reducing the logical cycle timet in the QLA architecture may also be possible. Three key parameters

that play a role in determiningt: the single physical gate timetp, the threshold failure ratepth, and the

underlying physical failure ratep0. Figure 12 shows how the total computationl timeT varies with these

parameters. The initial parameters are atM = 16, wherepth = 1.7 × 10−6, p0 = 10−7, and tp =

10 µs (the values used inFigure 10). The figure calculatesT for power of 2 changes in the paramters.

As expected the total time decreases linearly as we decreasethe logical cycletp, shown with the square

markers. Decreasing the physical failure rate (starred markers) and increasing the threshold by a factor of2

(diamond markers) during each iteration causeT to decrease quadratically whenever lower error correction

is required, otherwiseT remains constant from one iteration to the next. A single change in the error

correction level from level3 to level2 occurs by increasingpth by a single factor of2 but there is no gain

for additional changes. Decreasingp0 while keeping everything else constant (starred markers) yields two

changes in the error correction level.

The line with the circular markers in Figure 12 shows howT changes as we improve all of the parameters

by a factor of2 during each iteration. We see that to passT = 100 days, a threshold failure rate of

pth = 5.4 × 10−5, physical failure rate ofp0 = 3.1 × 10−9, physical gate speed of abouttp = 300 ns, and

level 1 error correction instead of level3. It is not difficult to imagine that such underlying parameters for

a future quantum architecture are possible as the technologies continue to improve. In addition, the three

parameters that we have considered may have a practial cooperative effect. Improving the physical failure

rate, for example, may lead to better threshold failure rateby allowing some of the underlying operations

to be weighted against one another. Similarly improving thethreshold failure rate, may require choosing a

more efficient quantum error correcting code which may have fundamentally shorter logical cycle timet.
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APPENDIX A: THE QUANTUM LOGIC ARRAY ARCHITECTURE

This appendix offers an overview of the Quantum Logic Array (QLA) architecture model [35, 36] and

our modifications to the model. The design of the QLA is addresses several scalability issues that arise

when considering large-scale quantum computers based on the circuit model of quantum computation. The

scalability issues are summarized as follows:

1. Feasibility: The system architecture must allow for the transition from agiven technology with experi-

mentally demonstrated quantum computing device components (qubits, gates, ..., etc.) to an actual physical

installation that meets the DiVincenzo criteria [47] at thesystem level.

2. Reliability: The system architecture must be designed to include the necessary physical resources given

the underlying technology failure characteristics so thatfault-tolerance can be achieved to maintain a mini-

mum level of performance necessary to finish the applicationexecution.

3. Communication efficiency:A resource distribution protocol must be incorporated intothe architecture

design that allows quantum states to be transported over thedesired distances with minimal auxiliary qubit

resources and latency. We say that a communication protocolis efficient when there is an overlap between

computation and communication, making the cost of communication negligible in terms of latency.

1. Physical Architecture

To address the issue of feasibility, we need a reasonable anddetailed model of a large scale quantum

computer that accounts for the physical interactions of thequbits. The QLA architecture is modeled with

the ion trap quantum computing microarchitecture scheme proposed by Kielpinski, Monroe and Wineland

(KMW) [48]. The KMW ion-trap microarchitecture scheme(illustrated in Figure 13) is based on using laser

cooled ions as qubits and the shared motional states of ions in the same trap zone to perform conditional

quantum gates. To perform communication between traps, theions are physically shuttled from point to

point by changing the trapping electric fields. All the basiccomponents of this microarchitecture have been

experimentally demonstrated, with some of the estimated physical trap performance parameters being: trap

zone dimensions100 µm, ion movement speed30 m/s, single-qubit gate failure rate10−4 (in laboratory)

and10−7 assumed, two-qubit gate failure rate3 × 10−2 (in laboratory) and10−7 assumed,T1 coherence

time of years, and finally theT2 dephasing time is50 seconds. From a theoretical perspective all that is

required is to put the pieces together and optimize gate fidelities to reach the assumed future gate fidelities.

In reality, however, this remains as a daunting engineeringtask.
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segmented trapping electrodes

FIG. 13: The Kielpinski-Monroe-Wineland (KMW) Ion-Trap Microarchitecture

2. Logical Architecture

The QLA architecture is designed as a two-dimensional interconnected grid of computational tiles. Fig-

ure 14 shows a high-level view of a single tile. Each tile consists of the system-level logical qubit, a quantum

repeater node (denoted with the letterR), and the system-level communication channel. The repeater node

and the communication channel facilitate the communication between logical qubit tiles via quantum tele-

portation. The computational state of each levelL logical qubit is encoded into the state ofnL lower-level

qubits using an encoding scheme suitable for some[[nL, k, dL]] quantum error correcting code. The error

correcting code is capable of correcting errors in at most(dL − 1)/2 lower-level qubits. Thek parameter

corresponds to the number of logical qubits represented by each encoding, which is assumed to be1 in the

QLA architecture.

Logical 
Qubit

Channel

C
h

a
n

n
e

l

R

FIG. 14: High-level view of a QLA computational tile. The architecture is a 2D grid of tiles.

A logical qubit at levelL = 1 is encoded into the state of a number of physicalion-qubits, where an

ion-qubit is the physical embodiment of a level0 qubit in the ion-trap technology. We assume that an ion-

qubit is prepared using encoding techniques such as decoherence free subspace (DFS) (using one or more

physical ions) to minimize correlated errors in the system [49]. The preparation of a suitable ion-qubit for

concatenated quantum error correction is currently an openproblem, however it may be possible to avoid

DFS encoding schemes and use a single physical ion as the ion-qubit.

The QLA tiles divide into two functional types: computational tiles and storage tiles. Computational

tiles include the physical resources (i.e. physical ion-qubits and communication channels) that are necessary
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to store and error correct two logical data qubits at the highest level of encoding, including the necessary

ancillary resources. The only logical operation on the dataqubits in the storage tiles is the identity operation

whose cost and failure probability depend on the length of time the data qubits spend between error cor-

rection steps and the type of error correction employed in memory. Design of the system architecture with

separate memory and computational regions is discussed in Reference [36]. In such an architecture, one

must consider the transfer mechanisms necessary between memory and computational tiles when two differ-

ent encodings are used for storage and for computation, respectively. In this paper, we consider the original

QLA architecture model [35], where every tile is a computational tile composed of the necessary resources

to reliably implement any logical operation in a given universal gate set, followed by error correction. The

universal gate set enabled by the QLA architecture is:

{I, σ̂x, σ̂y, σ̂z,H, S, T,CNOT ,M}, (A1)

which contains the identity operatorI, the Pauli operatorŝσx, σ̂y, andσ̂z, the Hadamard gate (H), the two-

qubit controlled-NOT (CNOT ) gate, theS gate which is a rotation of the qubit state byπ/2 radians around

the ẑ axis, theT gate, which is âz rotation byπ/4 radians, and finally, measurement (M) of a single qubit

state.

Logical qubit tiles are connected via teleportation-basedphysical channels that utilize the Dur, et. al.

quantum repeater scheme [50] tailored to the QLA architecture. The teleportation-based interconnect is

discussed in detail in Reference [15], and is unmodified in our assumptions for this work.

3. Logical Qubits and Gate Resources

Fault-tolerant logical operations are implemented by firstapplying the logical gate network necessary

to realize the state transformation of the encoded qubit, followed by error correction. The error correction

step after each gate is necessary to ensure that any errors inthe lower-level qubits accumulated during the

gate do not propagate to the next logical gate [42]. Thus, a single QLA computational timestep is at least as

expensive as the cost of error correction at the highest level of encoding.

At the highest level, logical qubits are encoded at level2 into the state of7 level 1 logical qubits, using

the Steane[[7, 1, 3]] quantum error cor

Each logical qubit tile contains the necessary resources toencode the logical qubit and to error correct

it. The QLA architecture employs the Steane method of error correction, summarized in Figure 15, where
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a minimum of two logical qubit blocks are required to store the data and the ancilla, respectively. To

correct forZ errors, the ancilla is prepared in the logical|0〉L state and to correct forX errors the ancilla

is prepared in the logical| + 〉L state. After interaction with the data the ancilla is measured to extract the

error syndrome. Additional ancilla blocks may be required to verify the preparation of the ancilla. The error

correction network for the[[9, 1, 3]] code is slightly simplified, where the9-qubit logical ancilla that interacts

with the data is divided into three blocks (each encoded separately) and interacted with three corresponding

qubits from the data. In addition, the[[9, 1, 3]] ancilla do not need to be verified with any additional ancilla

qubits [51].

Data

Ancilla 0〉
L

R
z

x +〉
L

R
x

z

Z-errors X-errors

FIG. 15: A high-level view of the Steane method for quantum error correction. TheRz andRx operations denoteZ

andX recovery, controlled on a measurement in theX orZ basis, respectively.

At level 1, the [[7, 1, 3]] code requires at least three additional ancilla blocks to facilitate the ancilla

preparation for either the logical|0〉L or | + 〉L states [42]. In addition, one may choose to add additional

ancillary resources to prepare multiple logical|0〉L or | + 〉L states in parallel, and thus, speed up the error

correction process. Since the[[9, 1, 3]] code does not require verification of the ancilla we assume that one

ancilla block is sufficient. Thus, a level1 qubit implemented with the[[7, 1, 3]] code requires at least35

physical ion-qubits and a Bacon-Shor[[9, 1, 3]] level 1 qubit requires18 ion-qubits.

At level 2, each logical qubit is composed of seven level1 qubits, necessary for the[[7, 1, 3]] code. The

entire level2 QLA qubit tile, however, requires at least70 level 1 logical qubit blocks, as shown in Figure

16 in order to accommodate all of the gates in Equation A1. Each level2 qubit tile is designed to store two
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logical data qubits, each of which must have a level2 ancilla (two middle columns of the tile) to facilitate

error correction. In addition, the implementation of theT andS gates at level1 requires level1 ancilla tiles

to store the logicalT |+ 〉L andS|+ 〉L states, whose preparation requires10 ion-qubits to prepare a9-qubit

CAT state. The total number of ion-qubits in a single level2 tile is 1288 and (assuming existing planar trap

dimensions [37]) the size of the tile can be as much as0.03 mm2.

The networks for each logical gate can be transversal or non-transversal. Transversal gates are imple-

mented by applying the equivalent gate on each of the lower-level qubits in parallel. Thus, the cost of

each transversal gate is equivalent to a single physical gate-cycle, followed by the cost of error correction.

The only non-transversal logical gates are theT gate for the[[7, 1, 3]] code and theT andS gates for the

[[9, 1, 3]] code. The fault-tolerant implementation of non-transversal gates requires additional logical ancilla

qubits prepared in the logicalT |+ 〉L andS|+ 〉L states, respectively for theT andS gates.

Ancilla

z

Uz(θ)+〉 Uz(2θ) X

ψ〉

Uz(θ)ψ〉

FIG. 17: Circuit used to implement fault-tolerantly the logical Uz(θ) gate (forT andS gates,θ = {π/4, π/2},

respectively).

The circuit used to implement theT andS gates is shown in Figure 17, where the operatorUz(θ) refers

to a rotation around thêz axis. For theT andS gates,θ is π/4 andπ/2, respectively. Note that theT gate

requires anS gate, which is transversal for the[[7, 1, 3]] encoding, but will require another ancilla block

for the [[9, 1, 3]] encoding. The preparation of the logicalT |+ 〉L andS| + 〉L states requires an additional

logical block encoded into a cat-state [42]. As shown in Figure 16, each tile contains enough resources to

store two|0〉L or |+ 〉L states at level2 prepared in parallel, which increases the probability thatat least one

of the states will be ready when needed.

The authors of the QLA architecture work did not provide detailed analysis of the performance and cost

of each gate network type and did not consider the additionaloverhead from the implementation of the

logicalS andT gates. We consider this additional cost for a more accurate representation of the necessary

resources to estimate the time of each logical timestep and the reliability achieved at level2 encoding. In

particular, we simulate each[[9, 1, 3]] encoded level1 logical network to determine it’s reliability and phys-

ical component threshold failure probability and use this this information to extrapolate the performance of

the[[7, 1, 3]] encoded level2 qubit tiles. The simulation takes into account physical ion-trap operations, such

as movement, waiting, CNOT gates, single-qubit gates, measurement, and physical qubit initialization, as
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required by the[[9, 1, 3]] error correcting code. For each level1 gate we derive a lower-bound of the fault-

tolerant threshold usingQASM-TOOLS, which is an open-source software suite for studying fault-tolerant

quantum gates. We have modifiedQASM-TOOLS to accept quantum assembly language source files for each

L1 gate automatically generated by the quantum physical operations schedulerQPOS[52]. QPOS is based

on classical instruction scheduling heuristics and can be used to efficiently map any quantum circuit onto a

physical grid to produce an assembly-level program reflecting the communication paths of the qubits, the

maximal available parallelism, and the available classical resources (such as the communication channels).

Note that the network for the non-transversalT andS gates (Figure 17) decomposes into a number of

transversal logical gates and the ancilla preparation operationsPT andPS for theT |+〉L andS|+〉L states,

denoted asPT andPS , respectively. Thus, we can assume that the temporal duration of each computational

timestep in the QLA architecture (i.e. fundamental time cycle) is defined by the cost of error correction at

the corresponding level of error correction, where each timestep implements one of the following logical

operations:

{I, σ̂n,H, PT , PS , MOVE, WAIT ,CNOT ,M}, (A2)

whereM denotes measurement,σ̂n denotes one of the three Pauli operators, andMOVE andWAIT denote a

logical movement step and a logical wait cycle. The only exception to the cost of fundamental timecycles

are the ancilla preparation operationsPT andPS , which require two error correction steps [42] and about

10 additional cycles for the interaction between the ancilla and an additional cat state qubit. The duration

(seconds) and the resources for each timestep at level1 are summarized in Table I, including the fault-

tolerant threshold for each gate estimated from simulationof the level1 circuitry following the methodology

in Reference [53] and the software tools described above. For the level1 WAIT gate, we increased the ion-

qubits’ waiting time until the threshold approached the CNOT threshold. This allowed us to determine the

maximum allowed waiting time per logical level1 qubit (about110 10 µs timesteps) before level1 error

correction must be initiated. We have assumed that all qubitblocks are arranged in a line as shown in Figure

18 for level1 and similarly in Figure 16 for level2.

Note from Table I that the least reliable operation is the CNOT gate with the lowest ion-trap threshold

estimate of1.7×10−6. This threshold value, however, is a lower-bound computed using the methodology in

Reference [42] consisting of a combinatorial count of all pairs of operations that cause more than one error

in the network. In addition, the threshold value reflects allof the lower-level physical ion-trap operations

treated equally, including movement and waiting. In practice, operations are not equal and their frequency



31

TABLE I: Simulated Cost of each Timestep at Level 1. Gate times are calculated assuming10µs physical ion-trap

operations.

Level Op. EstimatedMoves Waits Gates FT

Cost (sec.) Threshold

1 Single/M 1× 10−3 100 370 80 1.1× 10−5

1 T/S|+ 〉 2× 10−3 240 780 130 2.3× 10−5

1 CNOT 1× 10−3 120 390 80 1.7× 10−6

1 WAIT 2× 10−4 0 972 0 2.1× 10−6

DATA

ANCILLA

FIG. 18: Geometrical layout used to simulate logical qubits.

of usage varies. It is not unreasonable to assume thatWAIT operations are several orders of magnitude more

reliable than any logical gate. In fact, if we assume thatWAIT operations are just a single order of magnitude

more reliable than any other operation, the CNOT gate threshold increases to9.3× 10−6, and the threshold

values for all other gates are on the order of10−4. We use the threshold value of1.7× 10−6 to estimate the

overall operation reliability at level2 recursion using Gottesman’s analysis in Reference [11]. Weestimate

that the lowest reliability per operation is about5× 10−16, which allows us to perform a computation with

total system sizeKQ of about2× 1015.

The estimated duration in seconds for each level1 gate (third column in Table I) was obtained by taking

into account that two error correction steps are performed after each gate instead of one. At least two

error correction steps are necessary in the event of a non-trivial error syndrome to check that the non-trivial

syndrome is correct, ensuring fault-tolerance [12]. Temporally, the most expensive operation is theT andS

gates ancilla preparation, which takes2 milliseconds at level1, however, compilation techniques that map

the application onto the device hardware will most likely overlap the ancilla preparation with other logical

operations.

For level2, the [[7, 1, 3]] error correction network requires a total of72 level 1 cycles comprising of

about90 total number of level1 gates,100 movement operations, and425 level 1 waiting operations.

Thus, a logical level2 error correction procedure is approximately0.07 seconds. The average waiting time

between each two level1 error correction steps during a level2 error correction procedure is much smaller
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than the maximum allowed waiting time of110 timesteps. We find that the maximum allowed waiting time

for level2 qubits (i.e., time between error correction cycles) is about 0.1 seconds.


	Introduction 
	Transverse Ising Model
	Decomposition of the Circuit for Calculating the TIM ground-state Energy  
	Overview of the circuit for the TIM problem
	Decomposing the Phase Accumulation Step in the TIM Circuit
	Decomposing the Phase Measurement Step of the TIM Circuit

	Fault-Tolerant Architecture and Gate Decomposition
	Performance Requirements Analysis
	Performance requirements for the 1-D TIM problem
	Generalizing the 1-D TIM example to higher dimensions
	Comparison of the TIM problem with Factoring using the QLA Architecture

	Conclusion
	References
	The Quantum Logic Array Architecture
	Physical Architecture
	Logical Architecture
	Logical Qubits and Gate Resources


