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The cost, in both computational space and time, of calawgdtie energy of the ground state of the
transverse Ising model on a fault-tolerant quantum compsistimated using the Quantum Logic
Array (QLA) architecture model. The QLA is a homogeneoualaule, tile-based quantum architec-
ture design employing concatenated quantum error cooreédir the construction of logical qubits
and gates, based on experimentally viable ion-trap deeideniblogy parameters and components.
The error correction requirements for calculating the gnen the QLA architecture are compara-
ble to those for factoring large integers via Shor’s quanfaatoring algorithm number due to the
exponential scaling of the computational timesteps withghecision. As a result, a fault-tolerant
QLA-based quantum computer which can fact624-bit integers can also be used to calculate the

Ising ground-state energy with precision of uprtdecimal digits.

I. INTRODUCTION

The calculation of the basic quantum system propertiee(sigtes and eigenvalues) remains a chal-
lenging problem for computational science. One of the migsiificant issues is the exponential scaling of
the computational resource requirements with the numbeadifcles and degrees of freedom, which for
even a small number of particles- (100) exceeds the capabilities of current computer systems982 1
Feynman addressed this problem by proposing that it shaibbsible to use one quantum system as the
basis for the simulation of another [1]. This was the earlynpise of quantum simulation, and one of the
original motivations for quantum computing. Since thatdjrmany researchers have investigated different
approaches to quantum simulations|[2, 3, 14,15, 6, 7]. For el@nAbrams and Lloyd have proposed a

guantum algorithm for the efficient computation of eigenesl and eigenvectors using a quantum computer
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[4]. Many of these papers consider ideal components pnogidn optimistic perspective on the resource re-
guirements for implementing quantum simulations and cdatfmns. However, when one accounts for the
effects of decoherence and technical limitations in thdémgntation of quantum computing components,

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

The main goal of this paper is to evaluate the quantum siialabmputation resource requirements in
the context of a fault-tolerant quantum computer architect The general approach of Abrams and Lloyd
[3,14] for estimating the ground state energy is analyzedfauli-tolerant framework. The logical quantum
circuit for eigenvalue estimation is encoded into a phydeger based on a fault-tolerant protocol using
well known quantum error correcting codes|[9, 110,111, 12, Bplementation of a fault-tolerant quantum
simulation requires additional quantum resources reddatvan ideal error free implementation. We present
here an estimate for the total number of qubits required faub-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 spagifintum simulation problem: computing
the ground state energy of the Transverse Ising Model (TTM& relevant details of the TIM are described
in Sectionl. In Sectiori_Ill, we show how the calculation betTIM ground state energy is mapped
onto the phase estimation algorithm. The required unitamysformations are decomposed into one qubit
gates and two-qubit controlled-not gates using gate itlestand the Trotter formula. The one-qubit gates
are approximated by a set of gates which can be executeddéedantly using the Solovay-Kitaev theorem
[14]. The results of Sectidn ]Il are independent of architezand reflect the number of high-level timesteps

necessary to implement the phase estimation circuit faldtantly.

In Section 1V, the fault-tolerant circuit is mapped onto Raantum Logic Array (QLA) architecture
model [15]. The QLA was originally developed assuming thefggenance capability of ion trap based
qubits in a series of interconnected traps. The QLA architecmay be applied to any two-dimensional
array of qubits where the qubits are physically moved betweeations on a timescale comparable to, or
longer than, the time to execute a single qubit gate operafibe fault-tolerant gate operations, described
in Sectior(1ll, are described in terms of a series of physigarations within the QLA architecture. The

QLA architecture is summarized in Appendix A.

In SectiorLY, the results of the resource analysis are cosapaith the resource requirements for a QLA
implementation of Shor’s algorithm [15]. Sectign]VI comtmithe conclusions and possible approaches to

improving the performance for quantum simulation appiare.



. TRANSVERSE ISING MODEL

The Transverse Ising Model is used for the analysis of theurese requirements for quantum simulation
and computation. The TIM is one of the simplest models exhipia quantum phase transition at zero
temperature [16, 17, 18,119]. The calculation of the grouatesnergy of the TIM varies from analytically
solvable in the linear casge |16] to numerically difficult foustrated 2D lattices [20, 21]. For example, the
calculation of the magnetic behavior of frustrated Isintifarromagnets requires computationally intensive
Monte-Carlo simulations [22]. Given the difficulty of thergaic problem and the centrality of the TIM
to studies of quantum phase transitions and quantum angedtie TIM is a good benchmark model for

guantum computation studies.

The Transverse Ising Model consists of a sef\okpin-1/2 particles at each site offladimensional

lattice. The TIM HamiltonianH; may be written as [19]:
H[:ZFO'?—FZJUO';UJZ-, D
i (i,9)

where J is the spin-spin interaction energy,is the coupling constant and related to the strength of the
external magnetic field along thiedirection, and(, j) implies a sum only over nearest-neighbarg.and

o; are the Pauli spin operators for tith spin. We assumg = 1 throughout this paper.

In the remainder of this paper, we focus on the specific caselwiear chain TIM of N spins with
constant Ising interaction energl; = —J. The geometry of this model is shown in Figlie 1. The ground
state of the system is determined by the ratid'¢f = g. For the large magnetic field case>> 1 the
system is paramagnetic with all the spins aligned alongitlais. In the limit of small magnetic field,

g << 1, the system has two degenerate ferromagnetic ground,gtaradlel and anti-parallel to theaxis.
In the the intermediate range of magnetic field strengthiti@f TIM exhibits a quantum phase transition

atg = 1]19].
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FIG. 1: The 1-D Transverse Ising Model.



The TIM Hamiltonian, Equatiohl]1, for the 1-D case with consteoupling can be rewritten as

Hi=—J ) g9Xi+ > ZiZ 2

i,j=i+1

where the Pauli spin operators are replaced with their spameding matrix operatorX;, Z;. For the 1-

D TIM, the ground state energy can be calculated analyidallthe limit of large N. In the case of a
finite number of spins with non-uniform spin-spin interaaot ¢/ not constant), it is possible to efficiently
simulate the TIM using either the Monte-Carlo method [23}twe density matrix renormalization group
approach([24]. The challenge for classical computers cdroesthe 2-D TIM on frustrated lattice, whose
simulation scales exponentially witN. On the other hand, as we shall see in Sections 1, IV,[ahd V,
applying the quantum phase estimation circuit to calcullageground state energy of the TIM problem
requires physical qubit resources which scale polynognigith NV and number of computational timesteps
which are largely independent witki. In addition, just as the complexity of the problem is indwgent of
the lattice dimension and layout when applying classicateébforce diagonalization, the cost of applying

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

IlI. DECOMPOSITION OF THE CIRCUIT FOR CALCULATING THE TIMGR  OUND-STATE
ENERGY

In this section we map the problem of computing the grounte staergy for the TIM Hamiltonian

in Equation’2 to the phase estimation circuit following thierdms and Lloyd quantum phase estimation
algorithm [3,.4]. We specifically describe how the circuitates to the number of bits of precision in the
final estimate of the energy and calculate the total numbemefsteps and qubits required to implement the
circuit. To implement the operation in the circuit faultarantly, we decompose each operation into a set of
gates which can be implemented fault-tolerantly using ther e€orrecting codes in the QLA architecture.
The set of gates consists of the Hadamard gate (denoteddjjte two-qubit controlled-not gate (denoted
as the CNOT gate), the single-quliit and S gates which are rotations around tBexis by 7/8 and
m/4 radians respectively, and the measurement gate. The calse afircuit is calculated based on the
resulting decomposition to accurately represent the resaequirements of the circuit in a fault-tolerant

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

The letterm denotes thenth qubit in the output register, whebe< m < M — 1.

A. Overview of the circuit for the TIM problem

The circuit for the TIM problem is shown in Figuré 2. It corisief an/N-qubitinput quantum register
corresponding to thé/ spin-1/2 particles representing the size of the problem and/aqubit output reg-
ister used for storing the result. The circuit in Figure 2 bardivided into three distinct steps: initialization,

phase accumulation, and phase measurement.

The initialization step initializes the input and outputagtum registers. Th&/-qubit output register
is initialized into an equal superposition of all numbersaeen0 and (2 — 1) via M Hadamard gates
applied in parallel to each qubit. The input register is pred in an initial quantum stat@), which is an
approximation to the ground-stat&,) of the TIM Hamiltonian/;. For the TIM this can be accomplished
using classical approximation techniques to calculatesimated wavefunction or adiabatic quantum state
preparation techniques| [6]. The overlap betwekphand|¥,), given by|(¥|¥,)|?, is the probability that
the result after measuring the output register at the entieotircuit will allow us to correctly compute
the ground-state energyl [4]. Thus, the closer the initiatestV) is to the ground-staté¥,) the more
likely the computation will successfully lead to the grotstdte energy. The preparation of an approxima-
tion to |¥,) for generic Hamiltonians consisting of two spin interastids quite difficult [25| 26] but the
phase-estimation algorithm is of comparable complexitgescribed in SectionlV. Consequently for the
remainder of this paper, we do not consider the cost of piegahne initial statg¥). The focus is on the

computational cost of calculating the ground-state enei@yhe circuit in Figuré 2 given).

The key to the phase accumulation step of the circuit in [Ei@uis the unitary operatdr (7) = HIT

with eigenvaluean'@b. As shown in the figure, repeated powerdiifr) are applied on the input quantum



register controlled on each successive qubit in the ougmister. At the completion of the phase accumu-
lation step, the output register is the quantum Fouriesftam (QFT) of thel -bit estimate of the phase

of ane eigenvalue df (7)[27].

The phase measurement step of the circuit is wh&ré/-bit estimate is extracted from the state of the
output register in order to calculate The step consists of the -qubit inverse quantum Fourier transform
(QFT), followed by measurement of each of thequbits. After applying the QFT, the state of the output
register becomel zs ... xr), Wherex,,, € {0,1} corresponds to the state of theth qubit. Measuring
each qubit yields thé/-bit binary bitstring “z1z- ... z5,”, which corresponds to th&/-bit approximation

21

of ¢ given by¢ = 0.z ... ) in binary notation. Using the estimate of the energyE = =——, can be
T

calculated. It will correspond to the ground-state endrgywith probability equal tg(¥|¥,)|2.

When setting the parameterin the definition ofU (), we must consider that the result of the phase
estimation circuit is the binary fractiohz ... a7, which is less than onel[3, 4]. Thus, to ensure that this
value is a valid approximation of the phagewe must set the parametersuch thatr < 27/FE,, which
corresponds t¢ < 1. In the case of a linear TIME,| is bounded byV.J(1 + ¢) [1€]. Thus in the region
near the phase transitign~ 1, settingr to 1/(10JNV) satisfies bothE,| < NJ(1 + ¢g) and the condition
thaty < 1.

B. Decomposing the Phase Accumulation Step in the TIM Circui

The first step of the TIM circuit that needs to be decomposedhh 7', S, and CNOT gates is the phase
accumulation step. As shown in Figlre 2, the phase accuimilatep consists of/ N-qubit controlled
unitary gates, where theth N-qubit unitary (given by/(7)%") is controlled on thenth qubit in the output
register. Substituting for the TIM Hamiltonian in the exgsi®n for the unitary/(7)2" for some arbitrary

m < M, we can expresE (7)%" as:

U(r)?" = e @"DH — 7(2m7) = exp | —i(27™7) | —J QZXi + Z ZiZ; , 3
i i j=i+1
Since decomposing (2™7), as written in Equationl3, is difficult, we can use the Troftemula [28] to
approximate it as a product of unitary operatogsandU. ., which are the two non-commuting components
of the HamiltonianH ;. These operators correspond to the evolution of the systeterihe magnetic field
and the Ising interaction and can be further decomposedardiently. Using the Trotter formula, the

approximation for/ (2™ 7) can be written as:



UR2™r) = U@2™7) +er

= [Us(T'0) U..(J20) Up(T9)]" + er (4)

wherek > 1 is the integer Trotter parametér= (27 /k), ander is the Trotter approximation error. As

a function of¢, the evolution under the magnetic fidlg (I'9) and the Ising interactiofy . (./20) are given

by:

N-1 o

Ux(0) = ][ exo(~iX;) (5)
j=
N-1

U..(20) = ] exp(-iJ0Z:Z;) (6)
1,j=0,i+1

For fixed|J| + |T

, the Trotter errorer is maximized forJ = I' = 1 corresponding to the critical
g = g. = 1, representing a worst-case scenario for the algorithm. Aeitate the resource requirements at
this critical point and assume thét= I" = 1 for the remainder of this paper. The integer Trotter paramet
k is determined via the magnitude ef, which scales a®) (N(Qk—;)g) [29]. Thus, ask increases the
Trotter error decreases. Sineg must be smaller than the energy precision /2 7), k is incremented

until ex < (27/2M 7). The Trotter parametdr scales as:

QM +3m
k=0 ( W) , @)

where for smalin such that the fraction in the equation above is less thaw,uhi parametek is simply
one. In Sectiof V% is numerically calculated for specific examples of the TIMkdem and verified to
scale exponentially with. In addition, the fact that scales approximately a9V can be attributed to the
fact that the anglé in the Trotter approximation is proportional towhich is proportional td /N. The N

dependence is unimportant relative to the scaling withigi@t as shown in Sectidn] V.

To see the dependence of the number of timesteps necessanylément the controlled*(2™ ) oper-

ator on the Trotter parametgr we can expand Equatigh 4 and Wrﬁ'fé2m7) as:

U((2M7) = U, (0)(U.-(20)U,(20))*1U...(20)U,(9) (8)
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FIG. 3: The Trotter circuit which approximates a givéf2™r) applied on allV input Ising qubits and controlled on
themth output qubitQ),,, .

Thus, approximatind’/ (2™ 1) will require the sequential implementation bfcontrolled?/. . (26) gates,
(k — 1) controlled¥,,(20) gates, and two instances of controllEgd{d) gates, all controlled on the:th

output qubit in the output quantum register.

The circuit for the controlled? (277) is shown in Figurd]3, which reflects its implementation us-
ing the Trotter formula by illustrating the evolutions undbe magnetic field/,(9) and the Ising in-
teractionU.,(26). As shown in the right-hand-side of the figur&,(#) can be described as the uni-
tary operatorR, (9)*" where R,.(0) = exp(—igX) is a single qubit rotation about the axis, applied
to each of theN qubits in the input register. Similarly/,.(20) can be built from the two qubit ro-
tations R...(20) = exp(—ifZZ) applied pairwise on all the qubits from the input registerxp&d-
ing the right-hand-side of Figuid 3 to reflect Equatidn 8 wilte us a circuit gate sequence given by:
{U2(0),U.(20), Uz (20), ---, U.2(20),Ux(6)}.

SinceU,(9), U,(20), andU..(26) arecontrolled operators, each of the individu&l,(¢), R.(26), and
R..(20) gates are also multi-qubit controlled gates and must beeegpd in terms of single-qubit, (6) =
exp(—i6Z) gates and CNOT gates. This is accomplished with two idestitf1)R,(0) = HR,(0)H, and
(2) R.(9) = R.(6/4)X RL(6/2) X R.(A/4) described in Reference [28], where the gRieis the complex
conjugate ofR.. Single-qubitR, gates can be approximated efficiently usg7,7t, andS gates using
the Solovay-Kitaev theorem [14], and thus can be implentefgelt-tolerantly with the QLA architecture

when error correction is needed.

Using the above identities, Figuré 4 illustrates the tramsftion of the controlled?, (6) gate into

single-qubitR,(A/4), RL(A/2), and CNOT gates. In the construction of the Figllire 4 cirquif, — 1)
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FIG. 4: The decomposition of the controlled unitary openati,, (6) into single-qubitR, gates and CNOT gates.
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FIG. 5: The decomposition of the controlled unitary openmatl,.(20) gate into single-qubitR, gates and
CNOT gates.

additional qubits are used to preparefémubit cat state (i.e., the state ... 0)+|11... 1)) in order to par-
allelize each of theV R, (0) gates. The preparation of @i-qubit cat-state requirgsV — 1) CNOT gates.
As can be seen in Figuré 4, the implementation of the cag-stat be executed in parallel with tie(6/4)
gates. As shown later, the number of timesteps needed farathstate (i.e.O(N)) is several orders of
magnitude less then the timesteps required to implemenktlié/4) gate. Thus, the cat-state does not
add any additional timesteps to the implementation of theuiti but by parallelizing the controllef, (6)
gates, it makes the number of timesteps to implement thaithar the controlled?/, (¢) independent on
N.

The result of decomposing the controll&d; (260) gate into into single-qubiR, gates and CNOT gates
is illustrated in Figurels folV = 6. The two pairwise stages shown in Figlhte 3&r, can be individually
parallelized by addingv/2 and N/2 — 1 additional qubits prepared in a cat state. Each contrailed20)
gate is first expressed as a controllgd-gate and two CNOT gates (via the identity in Figule 6), and the
further decomposed into four CNOT gates, and single-gibi#/2) and R (9) gates.
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Taken together, Figurés$[3, 4, ddd 5 show the decomposititheaontrolledt/ (2 1) into the controlled
U (0), Uz(20), andU,,(20) gates, which are in turn decomposed into the CNOT gatelitigate, and the
three single-qubit gateB. (6), R.(%), andR. (%) for § = 27”77 Since theR, gates cannot be implemented
fault-tolerantly, each of them must be approximated as aessze of7’, S, and H gates via the Solovay-
Kitaev algorithm to an accuracy ef;, where the length of the sequence scale®@sg>°7(1/¢,;)) [30Q].
The Solovay-Kitaev error is equivalent to a slight misratatof the qubit. We nuumerically calculating the
maximum overrotation that maintains the total error of thpraximate unitary gate below the precision.

We find that given a one qubit, and anN qubiter, Nkeg < er.

Expanding Equationl8, as a function of tRe gates (by substituting in the decompositions in Figures
[4 and%), shows that the number of computational timestegasssary to implement the approximation of
U(2™r) scales a®)(kSr), whereSg denotes the length of eadh, sequence. Since there drecontrolled
unitary gates fob < m < M, the total cost of the phase accumulation step in the TIMutiscales as
> O(kSRr). Numerical calculations show that is relatively independent of: for fixed M and N and
is approximatelyl0* for M ~ 10 and N = 40.

C. Decomposing the Phase Measurement Step of the TIM Circuit

The third and final step of the phase estimation circuit issshim Figure[2, which consists of thi/-
qubit inverse quantum Fourier transform (QFT) applied andhbtput register, followed by measurement
of each of theM qubits. The circuit for anl/-qubit inverse QFT (shown in Figufé 7 fad = 4 qubits)
consists o0 (M?) gates and can be implementec2ii/ timesteps. Each QFT timestep consists of one or
more controlledR; operations, wherg; is a phase shift bgr/27 radians for2 < j < M. As described
by Parker, et al..[31], it is possible to simplify the QFT ciitcby distributing theM measurements of the
output register in Figurel 2 over a single control qubit tisatsused for each measurement and replace the
controlled#?; gates with analogous single-quldt gates. The resulting circuit for the TIM problem using
a single control qubit as the output register is shown in f&fl which we use instead of Figurke 2 in the

resource analysis.
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EachR!, gate in Figuré®B is a sequencerafsingle-qubitR, gates, corresponding to theth sequence
of controlled?; gates from the standard QFT circuit shown in Fidure 7 [31hc8ieach?, gate must be
approximated via the Solovay-Kitaev theorem, the numbénafsteps needed to implemented e&his
aboutmSg. Thus the total number of timesteps necessary to implerhergritire phase estimation circuit

given in Figurd 8 for the TIM problem scales as:

M-1 M-1
> [O(kSg) +mSg] = > O(kSg) + SpM* 9)
m=0 m=0

wherek scales as estimated in Equatidn 7. When using the circuitgurél8, the total number of qubits
required for the TIM problem i€ N. N qubits are needed for the input register, one qubit is neéated
the output register, and maximuf — 1) ancillary qubits are needed for the cat-state used duriag th
execution of each controlled unitary. In the next sectibe, gthysical resource requirements are calculated
for the circuit in Figuré B, where each of the qubits is a laggubit 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 uk#quired calculated in Sectiénllll
reflect an application-level resource estimate for the Thebfem, without taking into account the under-

lying physical implementation of each gate and qubit. Is gection, the quantum circuit is considered in
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the context of fault-tolerant quantum error correctianda, 33/ 34] assuming the QLA architecture model.

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

e First, each qubit in the application circuit id@gical qubit, encoded into the state of a number of

physical qubits. This encoding increases the total numbehysical qubits needed.

e Second, each gate id@gical gate, realized via a circuit composed of physical gatesieghpin the
logical qubits. This increases the number of physical tiepesrequired to implement each gate and

may even require additional logical qubits.

Both the size of each logical qubit and the implementatioeaith logical gate depend on the perfor-
mance parameters of the underlying physical technologyiythe of error correcting code used, and the
level of reliability required per logical operation. Theé of reliability required is a function of the length
of the overall computation and the total number of logicabitginecessary. The more logical qubits are
used and the longer it takes to execute the applicationititbe more reliable each operation will need to
be. For the specific instances of the TIM problem consideneSeictior V, the length of the computation
(i.e. the number of logical timesteps given in Equafibn Bddarge that the level of error correction nec-
essary is equivalent to that for implementing the quantuctofing algorithm. A comparison between the

resource requirements for the two applications is providesectiof V(.

The QLA architecture [35, 86] is the underlying logical dtebture we use to analyze the resource
requirements of the TIM problem in a fault-tolerant envimeent. The QLA is a tile-based, homogeneous
guantum architecture design based on the ion-trap teciyalking surface electrode trap structures|[317, 38,
39]. The QLA is explained in detail in the Appendix. Each tilehe QLA represents a single computational

unit capable of executing fault-tolerantly any logicalegg&om the universal gate set given by:

{H,6", Pr, Ps,CNOT , Measure}, (10)

wheres” denotes the Pauli®, 6¥, ands* operators. The gatedr and Ps are used to initialize ancillary
logical qubits needed for fault-tolerantly realizing tlegical 7' and S gates. Upon application of they
and Ps gates, the ancilla qubits are placed in the sté@tes ) andS| + ), respectively.

The QLA was originally designed and evaluated for Shor'snua factoring algorithm|[[40] for
factoring up to2048-bit integers. The error correction procedure used was aatenated Steane

[7,1,3] quantum error correcting code [10]. To achieve the reliighilecessary for factoring such large
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integers, each logical tile in the QLA was designed to opeaaid store a level logical qubit, which is
composed of7 level 1 logical qubits each encoded into the stater gghysical ion-trap-based qubits. In
this work, we had made some improvements in the design ofrtiétacture, which include the use of the
Bacon-Shof]9, 1, 3] error correcting code [13, 41]. Additional details of theaBsis of the architecture
and the underlying logical qubit and operations design @viged in the appendix, including a detailed

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

In evaluating the performance of the TIM problem, we chamaot the QLA architecture by two metrics.
The quantity), denoting the number of computational tiles (i.e. logiaabits) and the quantitis’, denoting
the number of logical cycles required to execute the apdicacircuit given in Figuré 8. Since the fault-
tolerant implementation of each logical operation in theAQd.dominated by error correction [35], a logical
cycle is defined as time it takes to perform the necessary erroection on a logical qubit. Thus, the
number of logical timesteps required to execute an apmicagiven by Equation]9 for the TIM problem,
can be divided into a number of logical cyclgs where many logical qubits may be undergoing a quantum
operation during each cycle, with some operations requiniore than one logical cycle to complete. For
example, the’;r and Ps gates in Equation 10 are implemented using two error caoresteps|[42] and thus,
require two logical cycles. Similarly, any logical timegsterhich includes thd™ and .S gates will requires
logical cycles to complete [42], assuming the use offfh@and Ps gates. As shown in the appendix, the real
time duration of each QLA level encoded logical cycle is approximately07 seconds. Thus, the QLA
architecture should be capable of executidgcycles per second, did( logical operations per second,
where(Q is the total number of logical qubit tiles. In addition, edebel 1 logical qubit required8 physical
ion-trap-based qubits and each leRdbgical qubit requires approximatel,200 physical ion-trap-based

qubits.

In the analysis, we also use the aggregate param&igr,= K x ( introduced in Reference [34].
An application is defined as executing successfully wherethar probability per logical operation is less
than1/K Q. Assuming a reasonable (if somewhat optimistic) physieaitiap error probability of 0~7
per physical operation [43], an application with&) parameter of no greatéd” would require no error
correction for successful execution. To determine how tQesikiace changes with error correction a detailed
analysis of the fault-tolerant threshold is necessanhémppendix for the QLA architecture and optimistic
planar ion trap technology, a thresholdlof x 1076 is calculated. As a result, for&(Q value in the range
107 and1.7 x 10° only level1 error correction is necessary, for a rangd af x 10° to 4.9 x 102 level 2

error correction is required, and betwekef x 1012 and4.1 x 10'® level 3 error correction would be needed.
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FIG. 9: QLA architecture for the TIM problem

To determine the TIM problem’®) parameter, the circuit shown in Figurke 8 is mapped onto thA QL
logical qubit tiles, where each tile represents a logicddiguThe tiles have four different functionalities.
First, NV logical qubit tiles are needed for the input register. Sdc@nsingle logical qubit tile is needed
for the control qubit representing the output register.rdhiN — 1) logical qubit tiles are required for the
cat-state qubits, and finall§N auxiliary logical qubit tiles are included to enable impkemtation of thel’
or S gates. Thus, thé/-qubit TIM problem requires) = 4N logical qubits to implement with the QLA

architecture.

The resulting logical layout of the architecture is showrigure 10 . The architecture is shown as a
square grid of logical qubit tiles withr tiles per row and column, whereis approximately/N. The data
input register tiles are labeled 8§+, Q2,...,Qx}. The output control qubit is labeled as OUT and the
tiles labeled with{C4, Cs,...,Cn_1} are the cat-state logical qubits. Two ancillary+ ) tiles are used
for each data tile to ensure that a prepared ancillary stedgdilable when & gate execution is required.
As described in the appendi%,gates require only one logical cycle and no additional gudiilevel2 error

correction to implement the code fault-tolerantly, but dquire the additional qubits at level

With Q = 4N andK scaling as shown in Equation 9, thé) parameter for the TIM problem scales as
O(2M) + N M? for a problem of size N and precision M. In Sectioh V, it is siathat for a wide range of
N andM < 15 this can be achieved using a level 2 EC code. For precisiasiraagents ofA/ > 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 Tlvbfem are calculated considering the fault-
tolerant gate decomposition of the circuit given in Figurd/®re specifically, given a problem instande
and desired precisiof/, in Subsectioh VA, the logical cycles, the number of logical qubit§, and the
level of error correction are numerically calculated assgrnthe QLA architecture. In addition, the resource
requirements for the 1-D TIM problem are generalized to éiglimensions in Subsectibn Y B and compare

the resource requirements to those for implementing thatqoafactoring algorithm in Subsectién V C.

A. Performance requirements for the 1-D TIM problem

To calculate how many logical cycles are required to impletntiee 1-D TIM problem, given a specific
problem instancéV, we numerically calculate the following parameters forteeantrolled unitary/ (2™ 7)

for0 <m < M:

e The integer Trotter parametér> 1, using the fact that the Trotter errey must be less than the

precision of the calculatior /2" given in units of energy.

e The Solovay-Kitaev sequences used to approxim@i€d), R.(6/2), and R.(6/4), for 6 =
(2™7 /2k), appearing in the decomposition of edéf2™ 7). The sequences are composediof’,

andT' gates, where th& andT'' gates require logical cycles, as discussed in Secfion IV.

The results, described in more detail later in this secimdicate that the length of the computation for
the ground-state energy is relatively large for severaars. First, Trotterization of each controlled unitary
is required and the Trotter parameter= O(2™ /N ) increases exponentially with the desired precisidn
Second, when error correction is necessary the number malogmesteps (or cycles) increases for two
reasons: (1) Within the implementation of each unitei2 ) the single-qubitR, gates are approximated
using the Solovay-Kitaev theorem; (2) Each timestep in theuit execution is converted into one or more
logical cycles, which requires maipjysical timesteps to complete due to error correction. Error ctioec
increases the number of physical timesteps per logicaédygh factor of)(n!), wheren is a parameter of

the error correcting code used ahid the level of error correction.

Consider, for example, the number of logical cyclésfor N = 40, shown in Figuré 0. The figure
shows the behavior ok as a function of the desired precisidd < 20, which corresponds to a maxi-

mum precision o decimal digits. Considering that theaxis scales logarithmically, the plot shows the
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FIG. 10: Numerical calculations for the number of logicatles K (red line) necessary assuming= 40 spin TIM
problem as a function of the desired precisigh< 20. Estimate of the days of computation are shown with the lower

dashed line.

exponential dependence of the length of the computatiohgalésired precisioM, as influenced by the
Trotter parametek. In addition, the sudden increase in the length of the coatjmut at)M/ > 10 is due

to the fact that error correction is required and the numibéogical cycles suddenly increases due to the
Solovay-Kitaev approximation sequences. As indicatechénfigure, no error correction is required for
M < 10, level 2 error correction is required fai0 < M < 15 and level3 error correction is required for

M > 16.

The lower-most dashed line in Figure 10 shows the estimategth of the computation in real-time days
rather than logical cycle&’, assumingl0 us physical gate times and the QLA architecture performance
characteristics and underlying device technology, deedrin the appendix. Depending on the desired
precision)M, calculating the ground-state energy for #tlespin TIM problem will require anywhere from
a few seconds (foh/ < 9) to greater thari0® days (/ > 16) to complete. The second sudden increase
in the number of days required &f = 16 can be attributed to the need to employ ley@rror correction
instead of leveR. This jump is not reflected in the number of logical cyclessithe number of logical

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

The results indicate that the length of the computation, @ssured in logical cyclek or real-time days,
is highly sensitive to both the desired precisibhand the level of error correction required. The length of

the computation is not affected by the problem széor N smaller than the length of the Solovay-Kitaev
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sequences. In particular, for each problem instaigethe number of logical cycles required remains
relatively constant across fixed precisibf, but increase or decreaseschanges. Thus, the precisidh

and not the problem siz® has the greatest effect on the overall length of the comipuatat

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

While a 1-D TIM can be solved classically, a 2-D TIM with freeion cannot. However, the implemen-
tation of the quantum phase estimation circuit in Figliles [& is largely independent of the geometry of
the IV spin states and changes in the value$'oandJ;;. For example, we consider Villain’s model [44].
Villain’s model is a 2-D square lattice where the rows hadgearomagnetic coupling and the columns
alternate between ferromagnetic and antiferromagneti&.difcussed in Sectidn]lll, the preparation of a
ground state may be more difficult for a TIM but the calculataf the ground state energy increases by

only a small factor.

Consider, for example, a square lattice withspin sites, represented By qubits in av/N x /N grid.
The only change to the circuit for the phase estimation &lyoris the application of/. ., Ising interaction,
which must be broken into two successive steps. First the avepin states are treated as the 1-D TIM
problem in parallel, followed by the columns. Since the operations within each step are done in parallel,
we still requireN/2 additional qubits for the cat-states. Given that the resh@foperations, including the
QFT implementation, remain the same, the increase in thebauof timesteps to implement as-spin
2-D TIM problem versus a 1-D TIM problem is by less than a faatbtwo. Similarly, the increase in
the cost between a 1-D and a 3-D TIM problem will be by less thdactor of three. The effect on the
fault-tolerance requirements and the architecture inemgnting the 2-D TIM problem is that lev&lerror

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

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

The resource requirements necessary for the TIM problenc@rgared with those for implementing
Shor’s guantum factoring algorithm [40] using the QLA. Wiidoth applications employ the phase estima-
tion algorithm, several differences in the requirementsawh application are identified. First, the precision
requirements between the two applications are differeot.3hor’'s quantum factoring algorithm, the pre-

cision M must scale linearly with the siz&¥ of the V-bit number being factored [40], wher¢€ is as high
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as2048. On the other hand, the desired precisiahis independent of the system si2é for quantum

simulations, and the application instances consideredisnitork M < 25.

The second difference lies in the implementation cost ofctingrolled unitary gates during the phase
accumulation step for both application types. In Shor'oatgm, the unitary is defined ds(7)|x) =
laz mod N) and it can be shown that higher order powers of the unitarybsaigenerated efficiently
via modular exponentiation_[28]. The result is that the iempéntation cost ot/ ()2 is equal to2m
times the implementation cost 6f(7). On the other hand, for generic quantum simulation prob|ehes
implementation cost df (7)?" equal2™ timesU (1), because of Trotterization. Thus, the implementation
of the control unitary gates for quantum simulation is nogffisient as that for the modular exponentiation

unitary gates.

A third important difference between the two applicatiosghie creation of the input staf&) and in
initializing the input quantum register for the phase eation algorithm. Any arbitrary statel) can be
expressed as a superposition of the eigenvectors of tharybi(7): i.e., |¥) = > . ¢;|x;), where|z;) is
ith eigenstate, observed with probabiljty|? via the phase estimation algorithm. |ify) is the ground-
state energy eigenstate, then the closer the initial sigtés to |x(), the more likely it is that the quantum
simulation algorithm will succeed. On the other hand, fooi®hAlgorithm, the sum of the eigenvectors
of the unitaryU (7) is simply the staté¥) = |1), which is trivial to map onto theéV-qubit input register.

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

that is necessary to calculate the factors of the numbegbeaatored.

Finally, factoring integers large enough to be relevantmhmdern cryptanalysis (i.ely = 1024 bits
or higher) requires several orders of magnitude more lbgjohits than the scale of quantum simulation
problems considered in this paper. At minimum, the factpohan N-bit number require@ N + 3 qubits,
using the same one-control qubit circuit given in Figure EB][4As shown later, choosing to use only
the minimum number of qubits required for factoring leadsiggh error correction overhead. A more
reasonable implementation of the factoring algorithm eguO(N?) number of logical qubits, which
is about10° logical qubits for factoring da024-bit number. On the other hand, the quantum simulation
problems we consider in this paper will require less th@ilogical qubits implemented on a real physical

architecture.

Given the differences between these two applications, laadaict that they share the same underlying
algorithm, we examine the relative size of the QLA architeetrequired implement either application. In
particular, Figuré_11 shows the performance of QLA-baseghtium computers in KQ space with fixed

physical resources. Each horizontal line correspondsst&@® limit for a QLA-based architecture modeled
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FIG. 11: Performance characteristics of different QLAdzhguantum computers in KQ space with fixed amount of
physical resources. The binary precision for the Ising fembof M/ = {5, 10, 15,20, 25} corresponds to decimal
precision of{1, 3,4, 6, 7} digits, respectively.

for factoring al1024-bit number (top-most horizontal dashed line}1&-bit number, &l 28-bit number, and
an 8-bit number, respectively. The physical resources for €acA-N quantum computer (wherd =
{1024, 512,128, 8} bits) are determined by how many logical qubits at I&efror correction are required
assuming the Quantum Carry Look-ahead Adder (QCLA) faatpeircuit [35)46], which require®(N?)
logical qubits andD (N log?N) logical cycles. The plateaus in each QLMJine of Figure[1l represent
using all of the qubits at a specific level of encoding, with thp-most right-hand plateau representing level
1. Where the lines are sloped, the model is that only a certanber of the lower level encoded qubits
can be used. Once this reaches the number of qubits that camcbded at the next level, the quantum

computer is switched from encoding leveto L + 1 by using all the available levdl qubits.

Figure[11 shows that a QLA* quantum computer is capable of executing an applicatiamgusivel L
encoded qubits if the application instance is mapytiy neath the line representing the computer at level
L. Factoring al024-bit number, for example, falls directly on the lex&zportion of the QLA1024 line
(see the square markers). Anything above that line cannohplemented with the QLA-024 computer.
Similarly, factoring al28-bit number maps under the QL& line, but can be accomplished using level
1 qubits. The TIM problem is mapped onto Figlré 11 fér= 40 and several binary precision instances:

M = {5,10, 15,20, 25}, labeled with the circular markers. As expected, factoreguires many more
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logical qubits, however, both applications require simliéxels of error correction. A decimal precision of
up to4 digits of accuracy #/ = 15) can be reached by using a quantum computer capable ofifagtan

8-bit number at leve? error correction, however higher precision quickly reggitevel3 error correction.

The cost of implementing quantum factoring with one-cdntpabit was calculated following the struc-
ture of Figurd_8, with the unitary gates replaced with the mladexponentiation unitary gates. The results
are shown with the diamond-shaped markers in Figure 11.aAthi$ particular implementation is the least
expensive factoring network in terms of logical qubits [45F high precision requirement 8 = O(NV)
makes this network very expensive in terms of timestepsadt) the number of timesteps required pushes

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

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the TIM quantum simulation circuit was decosgdl into fault-tolerant operations and
have estimated the circuit's resource requirements andauof logical cycledl as a function of the de-
sired precisionV/ in the energy. The analysis was based on the QLA architeahd@nderlying technology
parameters of trapped ions allowing us to calculate lothas a function of the level of error correction,

and the total length of the computati@hin real-time.

An example calculation fof” in days is demonstrated in the lower dashed line of Figurewt®re
T = Kt for t being the time it takes to execute a single logical cycle @QhA. Multiple levels of error
correction are necessary (leeat M = 11 and level3 at M = 16) as the preicion increases. This results
in a long-computational time even for modest precision irequents. For example, a7 = 16 (equal to
about5 decimal bits of precision) level error correction is required and the estimated time to implet
the TIM problem circuit is approximatel§ x 103 years. This is high becaugé itself is very high (about
4 x 10'%) and the time per logical cycleat level3 error correction is approximately seconds, assuming
the characteristics of the QLA architecture. On the otherdhd# error correction were not required, the
Solovay-Kitaev approximation of the thrég gates from Section Il would not be necessary, &hdould
be abous x 107. In addition,t would be equal to a single physical timestep, which is ali6yis for the

ion-trap technology. This would reduce the total tiffi¢o just overl0 minutes.

Unfortunately, the number of logical cyclds is large enough so that error correctimrequired for
implementing the circuit in Figurlel 8. The reasihgrows so much is due to its linear dependence on the
the Trotter parameted, which scales exponentially with the maximum desired [gieni)M . Improving K

will require the use of different underlying quantum simida algorithms or different ways to implement
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the phase estimation algorithm itself that limits its degence ork. In addition, the Ising Hamiltonia/ ;

is composed of two non-commuting terms given by&heand thel/,, operators. The linear dependence of
the number of timesteps dnis due to the fact that these terms do not commute since ttenderp Trotter
approximation forlJ (2™7) cannot be reduced. However, there are many physical systenose Hamil-
tonians are composed of commuting terrag, the classical Ising model. In those cases, Trotterization
be unnecessary. In future work, we intend to generalize #heulations of the resource requirements to
other physical systems and consider different ways to imptd the phase estimation algorithm that limit

its dependence on the Trotter formula.

Reducing the logical cycle timein the QLA architecture may also be possible. Three key patars
that play a role in determining the single physical gate timg, the threshold failure ratg,,, and the
underlying physical failure ratg,. Figure[12 shows how the total computationl tiffievaries with these
parameters. The initial parameters arelat= 16, wherepy, = 1.7 x 107%, py = 1077, andt, =
10 us (the values used inFigure]10). The figure calculdtefor power of 2 changes in the paramters.
As expected the total time decreases linearly as we dectkadegical cyclet,, shown with the square
markers. Decreasing the physical failure rate (starredkensy and increasing the threshold by a facto? of
(diamond markers) during each iteration cailis® decrease quadratically whenever lower error correction
is required, otherwisd" remains constant from one iteration to the next. A singlengkain the error
correction level from leves to level2 occurs by increasing;;, by a single factor of but there is no gain
for additional changes. Decreasipgwhile keeping everything else constant (starred markeet)ly two

changes in the error correction level.

The line with the circular markers in Figure] 12 shows HbBehanges as we improve all of the parameters
by a factor of2 during each iteration. We see that to pd3s= 100 days, a threshold failure rate of
pun, = 5.4 x 1072, physical failure rate ofy = 3.1 x 107, physical gate speed of abayt= 300 ns, and
level 1 error correction instead of leval It is not difficult to imagine that such underlying paranettor
a future quantum architecture are possible as the techieslogntinue to improve. In addition, the three
parameters that we have considered may have a practial rediwpesffect. Improving the physical failure
rate, for example, may lead to better threshold failure bgtallowing some of the underlying operations
to be weighted against one another. Similarly improvingttiteshold failure rate, may require choosing a

more efficient quantum error correcting code which may haneldmentally shorter logical cycle time
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APPENDIX A: THE QUANTUM LOGIC ARRAY ARCHITECTURE

This appendix offers an overview of the Quantum Logic Arr@LA) architecture model [3%, 36] and
our modifications to the model. The design of the QLA is adskesseveral scalability issues that arise
when considering large-scale quantum computers basecairtuit model of quantum computation. The

scalability issues are summarized as follows:

1. Feasibility: The system architecture must allow for the transition frogiven technology with experi-
mentally demonstrated quantum computing device comper{gabits, gates, ..., etc.) to an actual physical

installation that meets the DiVincenzo critetial[47] at Hystem level.

2. Reliability: The system architecture must be designed to include thessagephysical resources given
the underlying technology failure characteristics so thalt-tolerance can be achieved to maintain a mini-

mum level of performance necessary to finish the applicatiacution.

3. Communication efficiency: A resource distribution protocol must be incorporated th®architecture
design that allows quantum states to be transported oveletfieed distances with minimal auxiliary qubit
resources and latency. We say that a communication promedficient when there is an overlap between

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

1. Physical Architecture

To address the issue of feasibility, we need a reasonabl@etaflied model of a large scale quantum
computer that accounts for the physical interactions ofgiifgits. The QLA architecture is modeled with
the ion trap quantum computing microarchitecture scheropgsed by Kielpinski, Monroe and Wineland
(KMW) [48]. The KMW ion-trap microarchitecture scheme(#itrated in Figure 13) is based on using laser
cooled ions as qubits and the shared motional states of motieisame trap zone to perform conditional
guantum gates. To perform communication between trapdsptigeare physically shuttled from point to
point by changing the trapping electric fields. All the basienponents of this microarchitecture have been
experimentally demonstrated, with some of the estimatgdipal trap performance parameters being: trap
zone dimension$00 xm, ion movement speedd m/s, single-qubit gate failure rat®—* (in laboratory)
and10~" assumed, two-qubit gate failure rate< 10~2 (in laboratory) andl0~7 assumed{; coherence
time of years, and finally th&, dephasing time i50 seconds. From a theoretical perspective all that is
required is to put the pieces together and optimize gatatfateto reach the assumed future gate fidelities.

In reality, however, this remains as a daunting enginedssg.



26

° ° °

® o ‘

e ° ‘

[ (]

] A

‘segmented trapping electrodes

FIG. 13: The Kielpinski-Monroe-Wineland (KMW) lon-Trap Ktoarchitecture

2. Logical Architecture

The QLA architecture is designed as a two-dimensional ¢otemected grid of computational tiles. Fig-
ure[14 shows a high-level view of a single tile. Each tile ¢sisf the system-level logical qubit, a quantum
repeater node (denoted with the letf), and the system-level communication channel. The repeatie
and the communication channel facilitate the communioabetween logical qubit tiles via quantum tele-
portation. The computational state of each lelvdbgical qubit is encoded into the staterof lower-level
qubits using an encoding scheme suitable for s@img, &, d; ]] quantum error correcting code. The error
correcting code is capable of correcting errors in at nidst— 1)/2 lower-level qubits. Thé parameter

corresponds to the number of logical qubits representedably encoding, which is assumed tolbm the

QLA architecture.
©
Logical | &
Qubit | 8
o
Channel | R

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

A logical qubit at levelL. = 1 is encoded into the state of a number of physicalqubits, where an
ion-qubit is the physical embodiment of a lewefjubit in the ion-trap technology. We assume that an ion-
qubit is prepared using encoding techniques such as denateefree subspace (DFS) (using one or more
physical ions) to minimize correlated errors in the systdfi.[ The preparation of a suitable ion-qubit for
concatenated quantum error correction is currently an gpelblem, however it may be possible to avoid

DFS encoding schemes and use a single physical ion as thopikn-

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

tiles include the physical resources (i.e. physical iobiguand communication channels) that are necessary
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to store and error correct two logical data qubits at the ésgjlevel of encoding, including the necessary
ancillary resources. The only logical operation on the datzits in the storage tiles is the identity operation
whose cost and failure probability depend on the lengthrmétihe data qubits spend between error cor-
rection steps and the type of error correction employed imorg. Design of the system architecture with
separate memory and computational regions is discussedfardticel[36]. In such an architecture, one
must consider the transfer mechanisms necessary betwasargnand computational tiles when two differ-
ent encodings are used for storage and for computatiorectggly. In this paper, we consider the original
QLA architecture model [35], where every tile is a computadil tile composed of the necessary resources
to reliably implement any logical operation in a given umgéad gate set, followed by error correction. The

universal gate set enabled by the QLA architecture is:

{1,64,64,6.,H,5,T,CNOT, M}, (A1)

which contains the identity operatéy the Pauli operators,, 5, ands ., the Hadamard gate (H), the two-
qubit controlled-NOT (CNOT ) gate, th& gate which is a rotation of the qubit state by2 radians around
the Z axis, theT" gate, which is & rotation byr /4 radians, and finally, measurement (M) of a single qubit

state.

Logical qubit tiles are connected via teleportation-baghysical channels that utilize the Dur, et. al.
quantum repeater scheme [50] tailored to the QLA architectt’he teleportation-based interconnect is

discussed in detail in Reference|[15], and is unmodified masgumptions for this work.

3. Logical Qubits and Gate Resources

Fault-tolerant logical operations are implemented by aggblying the logical gate network necessary
to realize the state transformation of the encoded qubligwed by error correction. The error correction
step after each gate is necessary to ensure that any erithes limwer-level qubits accumulated during the
gate do not propagate to the next logical gate [42]. Thus)@esiQLA computational timestep is at least as

expensive as the cost of error correction at the highesk ¢dencoding.

At the highest level, logical qubits are encoded at l@vigito the state of level 1 logical qubits, using

the Steand7, 1, 3] quantum error cor

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

it. The QLA architecture employs the Steane method of emarection, summarized in Figure]15, where
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a minimum of two logical qubit blocks are required to store thata and the ancilla, respectively. To
correct forZ errors, the ancilla is prepared in the logi¢@)l, state and to correct fak errors the ancilla
is prepared in the logical+ ), state. After interaction with the data the ancilla is meadup extract the
error syndrome. Additional ancilla blocks may be requiresdrify the preparation of the ancilla. The error
correction network for thg9, 1, 3] code is slightly simplified, where ttequbit logical ancilla that interacts
with the data is divided into three blocks (each encodedragglg) and interacted with three corresponding
qubits from the data. In addition, ttje, 1, 3] ancilla do not need to be verified with any additional ancilla

qubits [51].

! 1

Data -v—/—Q |: |
Ancilla 1]0)+—— 34 ii|+>L7,_€ 24]
ST Zemors T Xemors

FIG. 15: A high-level view of the Steane method for quantuneecorrection. Thek. and R, operations denot&

and X recovery, controlled on a measurement in i@r Z basis, respectively.

At level 1, the [7,1,3] code requires at least three additional ancilla blocks tiliate the ancilla
preparation for either the logic#), or | + ), states|[42]. In addition, one may choose to add additional
ancillary resources to prepare multiple logi¢@l, or | + ), states in parallel, and thus, speed up the error
correction process. Since tlj@, 1, 3] code does not require verification of the ancilla we assuraedhe
ancilla block is sufficient. Thus, a levélqubit implemented with thg7, 1,3] code requires at lea8b

physical ion-qubits and a Bacon-SHer 1, 3] level 1 qubit required8 ion-qubits.

At level 2, each logical qubit is composed of seven lelgubits, necessary for tH&, 1, 3] code. The
entire level2 QLA qubit tile, however, requires at lea#t level 1 logical qubit blocks, as shown in Figure

(18 in order to accommodate all of the gates in Equdfioh A1hHaeel2 qubit tile is designed to store two

L1 9-bit L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 9-bit L1
qubit CAT qubit | qubit || qubit || qubit || qubit [[ qubit CAT qubit
S|+) states || T|+) [|DATA |[Ancilla| |Ancilla|| DATA |[ T|+) || states S|+)

L1 9-bit L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 9-bit L1
qubit CAT qubit [[[ qubit || qubit || qubit [[| qubit || qubit CAT qubit
S|+) states || T|+) |[[DATA ||Ancilla| |Ancillal| [ DATA [[ T|+) || states S| +)

: \ Level
2

Qubit

L1 9-bit L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 9-bit L1
qubit CAT qubit [[[ qubit || qubit || qubit [[| qubit || qubit CAT qubit
S|+) states || T|+) |[[|DATA ||Ancilla| |Ancilla| [ DATA [[ T|+) || states S| +)

FIG. 16: Schematic of a Level 2 QLA Logical Qubit Tile



29

logical data qubits, each of which must have a I&/ahcilla (two middle columns of the tile) to facilitate
error correction. In addition, the implementation of fh@and.S gates at level requires level ancilla tiles
to store the logical’| + ), andS|+ ), states, whose preparation requit@son-qubits to prepare gqubit
CAT state. The total number of ion-qubits in a single Ie¥éle is 1288 and (assuming existing planar trap

dimensions|[37]) the size of the tile can be as much.63 mm?.

The networks for each logical gate can be transversal otramisversal. Transversal gates are imple-
mented by applying the equivalent gate on each of the logxetiqubits in parallel. Thus, the cost of
each transversal gate is equivalent to a single physicatgate, followed by the cost of error correction.
The only non-transversal logical gates are Thegate for the[7, 1, 3] code and th&" and S gates for the
[9, 1, 3] code. The fault-tolerant implementation of non-transakegates requires additional logical ancilla

qubits prepared in the logicdl| + ), andS| + ), states, respectively for tlie and.S gates.

) P Eg
Ancilla +| U.(0) |+) }Ll;fgj'— U0)[v)

FIG. 17: Circuit used to implement fault-tolerantly the ilcg U, (0) gate (forT and S gates,0 = {r/4,7/2},

respectively).

The circuit used to implement ti# andS gates is shown in Figufe L7, where the operaigi) refers
to a rotation around the axis. For thel” and S gatesy is w/4 andr /2, respectively. Note that tHE gate
requires anS gate, which is transversal for tH&, 1, 3] encoding, but will require another ancilla block
for the [9, 1, 3] encoding. The preparation of the logi&| + ), andS| + ), states requires an additional
logical block encoded into a cat-state [42]. As shown in FediB, each tile contains enough resources to
store two|0) ; or |+ ), states at level prepared in parallel, which increases the probability #iétast one

of the states will be ready when needed.

The authors of the QLA architecture work did not provide detbanalysis of the performance and cost
of each gate network type and did not consider the additiomathead from the implementation of the
logical S andT gates. We consider this additional cost for a more accuegteesentation of the necessary
resources to estimate the time of each logical timestep landeliability achieved at level encoding. In
particular, we simulate eadM, 1, 3] encoded level logical network to determine it's reliability and phys-
ical component threshold failure probability and use this information to extrapolate the performance of
the[7, 1, 3] encoded levet qubit tiles. The simulation takes into account physicatti@p operations, such

as movement, waiting, CNOT gates, single-qubit gates, aneagent, and physical qubit initialization, as
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required by thd9, 1, 3] error correcting code. For each leveyate we derive a lower-bound of the fault-
tolerant threshold usingAasm-TooLS, which is an open-source software suite for studying fealérant
guantum gates. We have modified sM-TOOLSto accept quantum assembly language source files for each
L1 gate automatically generated by the quantum physicaiatipes scheduleppPos[52]. Qposis based

on classical instruction scheduling heuristics and candeel to efficiently map any quantum circuit onto a
physical grid to produce an assembly-level program refigdiie communication paths of the qubits, the

maximal available parallelism, and the available class&sources (such as the communication channels).

Note that the network for the non-transvergabnd S gates (Figur€_17) decomposes into a number of
transversal logical gates and the ancilla preparationatiosis Pr and Ps for theT'|+-), andS|+ ), states,
denoted ag’r and Pg, respectively. Thus, we can assume that the temporal doratieach computational
timestep in the QLA architecture (i.e. fundamental timeleyts defined by the cost of error correction at
the corresponding level of error correction, where eaclesiep implements one of the following logical

operations:

{I, 6, H, Pr, Ps, MOVE, WAIT,CNOT , M }, (A2)

whereM denotes measurement, denotes one of the three Pauli operators, aos#tE andwAIT denote a
logical movement step and a logical wait cycle. The only piioa to the cost of fundamental timecycles
are the ancilla preparation operatioRg and Ps, which require two error correction steps|[42] and about
10 additional cycles for the interaction between the ancilid an additional cat state qubit. The duration
(seconds) and the resources for each timestep at leaet summarized in Tablé |, including the fault-
tolerant threshold for each gate estimated from simuladfdahe levell circuitry following the methodology

in Reference [53] and the software tools described abovethédevell waIT gate, we increased the ion-
gubits’ waiting time until the threshold approached the CINtBreshold. This allowed us to determine the
maximum allowed waiting time per logical levélqubit (about110 10 us timesteps) before levélerror
correction must be initiated. We have assumed that all dphiitks are arranged in a line as shown in Figure

[18 for levell and similarly in Figuré 16 for level.

Note from Tablédll that the least reliable operation is the QNgate with the lowest ion-trap threshold
estimate ofl.7 x 1076, This threshold value, however, is a lower-bound compusiagthe methodology in
Reference [42] consisting of a combinatorial count of altpaf operations that cause more than one error
in the network. In addition, the threshold value reflectsoéiihe lower-level physical ion-trap operations

treated equally, including movement and waiting. In p@gtoperations are not equal and their frequency
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TABLE I: Simulated Cost of each Timestep at Level 1. Gate sirage calculated assumingus physical ion-trap

operations.

Level Op. |EstimatedMovesWaits Gates FT
Cost (sec| Threshold
Single/M| 1 x 1073 | 100 | 370 | 80 |1.1 x 1075
T/S|+)|2x1072| 240 | 780 | 130 |2.3 x 1075
CNOT |1 x 1073 | 120 | 390 | 80 [1.7x 1076
WAIT |2 x 107 0 972 0 |2.1x10°6

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

of usage varies. Itis not unreasonable to assumenthat operations are several orders of magnitude more
reliable than any logical gate. In fact, if we assume thatr operations are just a single order of magnitude
more reliable than any other operation, the CNOT gate tltdshcreases t6.3 x 1076, and the threshold
values for all other gates are on the ordet@f*. We use the threshold value bf7 x 10~ to estimate the
overall operation reliability at level recursion using Gottesman'’s analysis in Reference [11]eStienate
that the lowest reliability per operation is abduk 10~'6, which allows us to perform a computation with

total system sizé<((Q of about2 x 10'°.

The estimated duration in seconds for each léwgdte (third column in Tablé 1) was obtained by taking
into account that two error correction steps are perfornfegt @ach gate instead of one. At least two
error correction steps are necessary in the event of a nvaal-&rror syndrome to check that the non-trivial
syndrome is correct, ensuring fault-tolerarice [12]. Teralhg the most expensive operation is tHand.S
gates ancilla preparation, which takemilliseconds at level, however, compilation techniques that map
the application onto the device hardware will most likelyedap the ancilla preparation with other logical

operations.

For level2, the [7,1,3] error correction network requires a total @f level 1 cycles comprising of
about90 total number of levell gates,100 movement operations, ani25 level 1 waiting operations.
Thus, a logical leve? error correction procedure is approximatély7 seconds. The average waiting time

between each two levélerror correction steps during a lex&error correction procedure is much smaller
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than the maximum allowed waiting time df0 timesteps. We find that the maximum allowed waiting time

for level 2 qubits (i.e., time between error correction cycles) is alioLiseconds.
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