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Density matrix downfolding (DMD) is a technique for regressing low-energy effective Hamiltonians
from quantum many-body Hamiltonians. One limiting factor in the accuracy of classical implemen-
tations of DMD is the presence of difficult-to-quantify systematic errors attendant to sampling the
observables of quantum many-body systems on an approximate low-energy subspace. We propose
a hybrid quantum-classical protocol for circumventing this limitation, relying on the prospective
ability of quantum computers to efficiently prepare and sample from states in well-defined low-
energy subspaces with systematically improvable accuracy. We introduce three requirements for
when this is possible, including a notion of compressibility that quantifies features of Hamiltonians
and low-energy subspaces thereof for which quantum DMD might be efficient. Assuming that these
requirements are met, we analyze design choices for our protocol and provide resource estimates for
implementing quantum-enhanced DMD on both the doped 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model and an ab
initio model of a cuprate superconductor.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation and summary

Ab-initio Hamiltonians describe quantum many-body
systems in terms of degrees of freedom that are both
generic and irreducible. For example, the Born-
Oppenheimer Hamiltonian for electronic structure takes
the same functional form for any molecule, liquid, or
solid [1], and it is expressed in terms of the bare Coulomb
interaction among electrons and nuclei for which it is
typically unnecessary to consider a more fundamental
description. It is often both possible and useful to de-
rive effective Hamiltonians that efficiently describe the
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low-energy properties of instances of an ab-initio Hamil-
tonian in terms of degrees of freedom that are neither
generic nor irreducible. The Fermi-Hubbard model exem-
plifies this [2], where the degrees of freedom are limited to
only electrons occupying narrow bands near the chemical
potential with effective masses (among other properties)
that are renormalized to reflect their coupling to vari-
ables that are integrated out. This approach to model-
ing facilitates interpretation and reduces the resource re-
quirements for simulation, by merit of the fact that there
are fewer variables and their dynamics are restricted to
a smaller range of energies.

Thus, effective Hamiltonians are widely studied on
classical and quantum computers in contexts ranging
from chemistry and materials science [3, 4] to nuclear
and high energy physics [5]. In fact, because of their re-
duced resource requirements, many analog quantum sim-
ulation experiments [6–8] and early demonstrations of
digital quantum simulation [9–12] have targeted effective
Hamiltonians. These demonstrations are of independent
scientific interest, while also helping to develop the un-
derlying technologies, and even offering prospective path-
ways to achieving quantum advantage. Any pathway to
achieving quantum advantage of this sort ultimately re-
lies on the premise that a quantum simulation of an effec-
tive Hamiltonian can be carried out with greater accuracy
than any feasible classical simulation. This notion is bol-
stered by the broad literature analyzing the theoretical
performance of quantum simulation algorithms.

That such a simulation could be useful in solving some
challenging problem in a domain like materials science
elevates quantum advantage to quantum utility. How-
ever, the prospects for realizing quantum utility with
simulations of effective Hamiltonians are challenged by
the accuracy with which those Hamiltonians represent
the physics of the system that they model. The Fermi-
Hubbard model is again exemplary in this regard. While
its phase diagram is often touted as the key to under-
standing high-Tc superconductivity, instances with a sin-
gle orbital per site and nearest-neighbor hopping might
not capture the most important phenomenology exhib-
ited by real materials [13]. So a quantum computer
might achieve an advantage in accurately estimating cer-
tain properties of the low-energy eigenstates of such a
model, but the model might itself be an inaccurate rep-
resentation of an actual high-Tc superconductor. This
problem holds for any system described by an effective
Hamiltonian– it is difficult to assess a priori whether the
effective description captures all of the most interesting
properties of the full ab-initio Hamiltonian with sufficient
accuracy, to say nothing of the physical system itself [14].

In this paper, we propose a hybrid quantum-classical
protocol for constructing effective Hamiltonians with sys-
tematically improvable accuracy. Our protocol is based
on density matrix downfolding (DMD) [15, 16], an ap-
proach for deriving effective Hamiltonians that has pri-
marily been developed in the context of classical algo-
rithms for studying ab-initio models of materials [15, 17–

19]. In DMD, a set of descriptors is sampled over a low-
energy subspace of the ab-initio Hamiltonian and used to
regress an effective Hamiltonian over that same subspace
(Section II). Efficient classical methods for sampling arbi-
trary observables over low-energy subspaces are famously
subject to difficult-to-quantify systematic errors, partic-
ularly due to the reduction in accuracy that is typical of
excited state methods relative to ground state methods.
We will describe how these errors limit the utility of effec-
tive Hamiltonians that are so-derived (Section III) and
the means by which quantum-enhanced DMD controls
them (Section IV). Finally, we translate the quantum-
enhanced DMD protocol into resource estimates for spe-
cific instances related to materials modeling (Section V).

B. Relationship to other work

Classical methods for generating effective Hamiltoni-
ans have a long history and they can broadly be sepa-
rated into more data-driven techniques that ultimately
rely on regression [20–23] and more constructive tech-
niques based on systematic unitary transformations and
projections [24–26]. The primary limitation of the for-
mer is that it requires an ansatz for the form of the ef-
fective Hamiltonian with difficult-to-verify accuracy [27],
and while the latter systematizes this its primary limi-
tation is the computational cost of applying these trans-
formations to quantum many-body systems [28]. DMD
has been described as “the best of both worlds” [16],
though we will show that this approach is ultimately lim-
ited by difficult-to-quantify systematic errors attendant
to the wide variety of approximations used to facilitate
efficient classical simulation of quantum many-body sys-
tems. However, this limitation is not specific to DMD
and one should expect any classical algorithm for con-
structing effective Hamiltonians to be limited both prac-
tically by the accuracy of any given classical algorithm
for quantum simulation and fundamentally by the limits
of classical computers in simulating quantum systems.
Thus the prospect of achieving efficient systematically

improvable accuracy using quantum computers [29] is en-
couraging for DMD or any other approach to this prob-
lem. In fact, other authors have proposed quantum sim-
ulation algorithms that reduce simulation costs through
the use of effective Hamiltonians [30, 31]. However, a
common feature of these proposals is that they will ulti-
mately be practically limited by difficult-to-quantify sys-
tematic errors in the classical algorithms used to seed
them. Thus our work is aimed at constructing effective
Hamiltonians in which all of the data are produced with
systematically controllable accuracy via access to the full
ab-initio Hamiltonian. Accordingly, we are still bounded
by the greater quantum computational costs of simulat-
ing or otherwise querying the properties of that much
larger Hamiltonian, whereas these other approaches are
not. Of course, which limitation is to be preferred de-
pends on the problem and computational resources at
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hand.
We also note that this work was inspired by two related

and active areas of research: state preparation and re-
source estimates for simulations that might achieve quan-
tum utility. The problem of ground-state energy estima-
tion is one for which quantum computers are expected to
achieve certain advantages, provided that a state with
reasonable overlap with the ground state can be effi-
ciently prepared as input [32] for, e.g., quantum phase
estimation (QPE). But given the QMA-hardness of the
generic k-local Hamiltonian problem [33–39] it is an open
question whether some instances for which such states
can be efficiently prepared on a quantum computer are
also classically hard to approximate, and thus whether
an exponential quantum advantage is viable for, e.g., any
problems in chemical and materials simulation [40, 41].
At the same time, resource estimates for implement-
ing QPE in the context of simply sampling from the
Hamiltonian eigenspectrum with systematically control-
lable bias suggest that eigenvalue estimation is expensive
even without accounting for state preparation costs [42]–
likely requiring at least thousands of logical qubits capa-
ble of implementing tens of billions of non-Clifford op-
erations for seemingly difficult and impactful problems
in chemical simulation [43, 44], if not more for other ap-
plications [45]. While there is hope that these resource
requirements will continue to come down with improve-
ments in algorithms and architectures for implementing
them, current estimates suggest that utility-scale ma-
chines are likely to be big, slow, and scarce [46, 47]. Thus
we should be very intentional about extracting maximal
utility from such exquisite resources.

For Hamiltonians for which it is very expensive to pre-
pare specific eigenstates, can we perhaps relax resource
requirements by instead targeting computational tasks
on a particular low-energy subspace? And beyond es-
timating a few eigenenergies and local observables [48],
how else can we make use of the output of a quantum
computer? It probably comes as no surprise that we pro-
pose “yes” and “quantum-enhanced DMD” as the an-
swers to these questions.

C. Open problems

Central to our work are three requirements for the con-
ditions in which quantum-enhanced DMD will be effi-
cient. While the more formal statements of these re-
quirements are given in Section II E, they are informally
summarized as follows.

1. The Hamiltonian is efficiently compressible on some
low-energy subspace HΛ.

2. There is a set of descriptors that can be used to
regress the Hamiltonian over HΛ

3. The restriction of those descriptors to HΛ can be
sampled with systematically controllable error.

While we propose and cost a quantum algorithm that ad-
dresses the third requirement, it implicitly assumes that
the first two are already met. In this work, we merely pro-
vide formalism that makes it possible to quantify whether
they are met. We leave it to future work to make more
concrete mathematical statements about the features of
Hamiltonians for which quantum-enhanced DMD will be
efficient.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND FOR DMD

A. Hamiltonians and Hilbert spaces

Consider a quantum system defined by a Hilbert space
H and a Hamiltonian H. We label the eigenstates of H
as |ψk⟩ and the eigenvalues Ek, with the ground state
indexed by k = 0. Without loss of generality we assume
that E0 > 0. The aim of DMD is the construction of a
low-energy Hamiltonian HΛ that is isospectral to H over
a low-energy Hilbert space

HΛ = span ({|ψj⟩ | Ej ≤ Λ}), (1)

where

HΛ|ψj⟩ = Ej |ψj⟩ ∀|ψj⟩ ∈HΛ and (2a)

⟨ψ|HΛ|ψ⟩
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ > Λ ∀|ψ⟩ ∈H⊥

Λ . (2b)

This definition of HΛ ensures that it exactly reproduces
the eigenvalues of H up to energy Λ while energetically
separating states in H⊥

Λ . Since the action of HΛ on H⊥
Λ

is not uniquely defined, HΛ is not a unique operator. We
note that the penalty condition in Eq. 2b retains a factor
of ⟨ψ|ψ⟩, reflecting the origins of DMD in the literature
on classical methods in which the normalization of |ψ⟩
might not be guaranteed.
It is straightforward to construct a family of HΛ that

satisfy Eq. 2a and 2b from any linearly independent set
of states that span HΛ. Given such a basis, an orthonor-
mal basis {|ϕi⟩}i∈[1,|HΛ|] for HΛ can be constructed us-
ing Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization, which can be used

to construct a projector PΛ =
∑|HΛ|
i=1 |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi| onto HΛ.

Then HΛ = PΛHPΛ+(I−PΛ)(Λ+σ)(I−PΛ) for any real
σ > 0, which ensures that Eq. 2b is satisfied. This pro-
cedure for constructing HΛ can be less demanding than
directly computing the eigenstates of H in HΛ. Con-
sider any algorithm (quantum or classical) that can pre-
pare a state with ϵ additive error relative to an eigenstate
|ψk⟩ ∈ HΛ in time T (1/ϵ) where T is non-decreasing in
1/ϵ. The ϵ error arises from the state having weight on
either H⊥

Λ or other eigenstates in HΛ. As such, the al-
gorithm has generated a state in HΛ with error ϵ′ ≤ ϵ
in time T (1/ϵ), or conversely it can generate a state in
HΛ with ϵ error in time ≤ T (1/ϵ). In both statements
equality occurs when the weight of the ϵ error is entirely
due to overlap with other states in H⊥

Λ . Thus, generat-
ing a linearly independent set of states that span HΛ is
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at worst as time consuming as generating all eigenstates
in HΛ.
Even though building HΛ is necessarily easier than

computing the eigenstates in HΛ, the orthogonalization
process described above is practically cumbersome for
two reasons. First, constructing a linearly independent
set of states in HΛ which spans HΛ will be computation-
ally demanding due to the cardinality of the space. For
example, the dimension of the low-energy Hilbert space
|HΛ| of spin excitations of the strong-coupling Fermi-
Hubbard in Equation 12 is 2N [49]. This cardinality
challenge is also shared by the eigenstate approach to
building HΛ.
Second, computing PΛ requires direct access to the or-

thonormal basis states |ϕi⟩, and thereby direct access to
the linearly independent set of states drawn from HΛ.
While direct access is feasible for some classical computa-
tional methods like Hartree-Fock, other classical methods
like quantum Monte Carlo and most quantum algorithms
for state preparation do not have efficient access to the
entire state, but only observables on the state. In the fol-
lowing sections we introduce a key method, DMD, which
makes use of functional compression for addressing both
of these challenges.

B. Functional formalism

The main objects of study in DMD are operator func-
tionals of the form

FA[ψ] : H → R

|ψ⟩ → ⟨ψ|A|ψ⟩
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ,

(3)

where A : H → H is Hermitian. The core theorem of
DMD relates H and HΛ through FH and FHΛ

.

Theorem 1 (Theorem 2 [15]). Suppose you are given
H,H,Λ and another operator H ′ on H. If FH [ψ] =
FH′ [ψ] + c with c ∈ R,∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ, then (H ′ + c)|ψj⟩ =
Ej |ψj⟩ ∀|ψj⟩ ∈ HΛ.

Proof. Since the functionals agree on HΛ, their deriva-
tives must also agree:

δFH [ψ]

δ⟨ψ| =
(H −FH [ψ])|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩
(H ′ −FH′ [ψ])|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩ =
δFH′ [ψ]

δ⟨ψ| ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ.

(4)

Equating the numerators we find H|ψ⟩ = (H ′ +FH [ψ]−
FH′ [ψ])|ψ⟩ = (H ′ + c)|ψ⟩ ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ.

Theorem 1 casts Equation 2a as a functional matching
problem over HΛ. We can also cast Equation 2b as a
condition on FH′ :

FH′ [ψ] > Λ ∀ψ ∈ H⊥
Λ . (5)

Any H ′ satisfying the operator functional conditions
in Theorem 1 and Equation 5 satisfies both Equa-
tions 2a and 2b and is thereby a low-energy Hamiltonian.
The advantage of using the functional formalism rests

in the case where error is introduced:

Theorem 2. Suppose you are givenH,H,Λ and another
operator H ′ on H such that FH [ψ] = FH′ [ψ] + ϵ[ψ] +
c ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ where ϵ[ψ] is an error functional satisfying
the conditions |ϵ[ψ]| < ϵ/2 and ||δϵ[ψ]/δ⟨ψ||| < ϵ/2 for
ϵ ∈ R+. Then ||(H ′ + c− Ej)|ψj⟩|| < ϵ ∀|ψj⟩ ∈ HΛ.

Proof. Taking functional derivatives we find

(H −FH [ψ])|ψ⟩
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ =

(H ′ −FH′ [ψ])|ψ⟩
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ +

δϵ[ψ]

δ⟨ψ| ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ.

(6)

As the gradient of ϵ[ψ] is bounded, we move everything
else to the left hand side and take the norm

||(H −H ′ +FH′ [ψ]−FH [ψ])|ψ⟩|| < ϵ/2 ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ (7)

Substituting in the difference between the functionals
then using the triangle inequality to move the contri-
bution from ϵ[ψ] to the right hand side yields

||(H ′ + c−H)|ψ⟩|| < ϵ ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ. (8)

Theorems 1 and 2 and Equation 5 frame constructing
HΛ as a functional matching problem to FH . If one has
any FH′ that satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2 and
Equation 5, then one has a low-energy Hamiltonian with
additive accuracy ϵ.

C. Compressible functionals

To develop a constructive protocol that addresses the
challenges of cardinality and wave-function access, we in-
troduce a structural assumption on FH : compressibility.

Definition 1. (Compressible functional) The Hamilto-
nian functional FH is called (Λ, κ, ϵ)−compressible for
k ≥ 1, Λ ≥ E0 > 0, κ ∈ O(1) a positive integer, and
ϵ > 0, if there exists an operator

H ′ =

κ∑

i=1

gidi (9)

that satisfies

FH [ψ] = FH′ [ψ] + ϵ[ψ] + c ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ, (10)

with |ϵ[ψ]| < ϵ/2, ||δϵ[ψ]/δψ∗|| < ϵ/2, c ∈ R, and

FH′ [ψ] > Λ ∀|ψ⟩ ∈ H⊥
Λ , (11)

where gi ∈ R and di are k-local Hermitian operators on
H for which the Gram matrix is rank κ.
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This definition guarantees that H can be described by
an effective Hamiltonian H ′ that satisfies Theorem 2 and
Equation 5 and the indices (Λ, κ, ϵ) quantify various prop-
erties of H ′. Namely, the energy scale below which H ′

describes H (Λ), the number of descriptors that are lin-
early independent on HΛ (κ), and the error associated
with representing H in terms of H ′ (ϵ). The requirement
that κ ∈ O(1) might seem overly restrictive, but it is sat-
isfied for many well-studied effective Hamiltonians. The
canonical translation-invariant Fermi-Hubbard model is
one such Hamiltonian,

HHub = −t
N∑

<i,j>=1
σ∈↑,↓

(
c†i,σcj,σ + h.c.

)
+ U

N∑

i=1

n̂i,↑n̂i,↓

(12)
where there are two distinct descriptors describing the
hopping terms (t) and on-site repulsion (U). The orig-
inal derivation of Equation 12 essentially relies on the
compression of an ab-initio Hamiltonian for a solid to
such a form [2]. In fact, this model can itself be further
compressed to the Heisenberg model in certain limits.
At half-filling in the limit of U/t≫ 1, a low-energy sub-
space of spin states emerges for Λ ∼ O(t) [50], where
each site has a fixed occupation ⟨ni⟩ ∼ 1 but vari-
able spin. The dimension of the low-energy subspace is
|HΛ| = 2N ∈ O(eN ).

Formal arguments based on perturbation theory [49]
and the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation [51] illustrate
that in this case, FH is compressible. In particular, the
Heisenberg model describes the excitations in HΛ accu-
rately

HHeis = J

N∑

⟨i,j⟩=1

S⃗i · S⃗j + c. (13)

The correspondence to HHub is J = 4t2/U + O(t3/U2)

with S⃗i being the spin operators on site i. All states
in H⊥

Λ are in the null space of HHeis. Thus, the half-
filled Fermi-Hubbard model with U/t ≫ 1 has a (Λ ∼
O(t), 1, ϵ ∼ O(t3/U2))−compressible low-energy func-
tional in the Heisenberg model.

While this is an instructive example, compression from
two constants (t, U) to one J might seem to be compu-
tationally insignificant. We conclude with examples of
more complex quantum systems that likely have com-
pressible Hamiltonian functionals, based on prior inves-
tigations with DMD on classical computers. It should be
noted that some of these examples are starting with an ab
initio H with large atomic bases and pseudopotentials,
with complexity far beyond the Fermi-Hubbard model.

1. Ab initio hydrogen chain at large inter-atomic spac-
ing has a low-energy spin subspace accurately de-
scribed by a Heisenberg model [19].

2. Ab initio MgTi2O4 in a low-temperature dimerized
phase has a low-energy spin subspace accurately
described by a Heisenberg model [17].

3. Ab initio graphene at equilibrium bond lengths
without doping has a low-energy subspace within
the π orbitals accurately described by a Fermi-
Hubbard model [15, 16].

4. 3-band Fermi-Hubbard model at half-filling and
large double occupancy energy in one band has a
low-energy spin subspace accurately described by a
Fermi-Hubbard model [15].

D. Density matrix downfolding (DMD)

By assuming compressibility of FH , we can now ad-
dress both concerns of the cardinality and wave-function
access. This is captured in the following theorems which
represents a primary contribution of the present work.
We note our theorem is a formalization of concepts pre-
viously discussed in DMD literature [15, 16].

1. Known descriptors

We first discuss the case where, for a given compress-
ible functional, one knows descriptors {di} that satisfy
Definition 1, but does not know the model parameters
{gi}. In general, descriptors are not known a priori,
but in some cases, described in Sections III and IV, they
can be inferred from basic many-body physics principles.
Further, as described in these sections, current classical
methods fail to produce controllably accurate model fits
even when the descriptors are known, a problem which is
resolved by a quantum algorithm for DMD. We provide a
generalization of this theorem in the following subsection
for unknown descriptors.

Theorem 3 (DMD, Known descriptors). Suppose you
are givenH,H and want to construct a low-energy Hamil-
tonian HΛ over HΛ for a given Λ. Assume further that
FH is (Λ, κ, ϵ)−compressible and that the descriptors
{dj}j∈[κ] are known a priori. Then HΛ can be com-
puted to additive accuracy ϵ using at most O(1) in |HΛ|
wavefunctions and access to only κ operator expectation
values.

1. Sample a set of states from HΛ that saturate the
image of HΛ on the κ−dimensional coordinate
space {di[ψ]}.

2. Compute {di[ψ]} and FH [ψ] on the sampled states.

3. Use the computed values to fit {gi}.

Proof. Since we assume knowledge of the descriptors re-
quired for compressibility, we know that the compressed
functional should take the form FH′ =

∑κ
i=1 gidi[ψ]. The

functional is linear in the descriptors, and so our task for
fitting {gi} is a linear regression.
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To start off the linear regression, in Step 1 we sample
the necessary data, in this case low-energy wave func-
tions. Since we know that FH′ varies linearly in {di[ψ]}
for all states in HΛ, we are only concerned with prop-
erly sampling the κ−dimensional image of HΛ, Dκ(HΛ),
given by the function Dκ:

Dκ : H → Rκ

|ψ⟩ → {⟨d1⟩, ..., ⟨dκ⟩}.
(14)

The number of samples required to adequately sample
Dκ(HΛ) depends only on κ. Concretely, due to the lin-
earity in {di[ψ]}, 2κ samples are sufficient, two for each
dimension of the image.

In Step 2, we compute the expectation values of
{di[ψ]},FH [ψ] on each state we have sampled and in Step
3 we carry out the linear regression to fit the regression
coefficients gi. While we are assuming compressibility,
one can estimate ϵ[ψ] at this stage from the regression
error to double check the model accuracy promise.

In total, this procedure takes O(eκ) ∼ O(1) in |HΛ|
wave function samples and only access to the operator
expectation values {di[ψ]},FH [ψ].

We note that in the case of known descriptors, one
may make use of Hamiltonian learning techniques to com-
pute the parameters gj , attendant to further assumptions
about the structure of the Hamiltonian. As an example,
one may employ the recent Heisenberg scaling Hamilto-
nian learning algorithm [52] with some modifications to
learn effective Hamiltonian parameters. This algorithm,
however, requires further assumptions about the struc-
ture of the Hamiltonian, the strongest of which is a con-
dition on geometric locality of the descriptors dj . Our
algorithm in Theorem 3 does not make any assumptions
about the structure of the descriptors, while also achiev-
ing Heisenberg scaling as shown in Section IV.

More importantly, Hamiltonian learning algorithms re-
turns no information about the quality of the effective
Hamiltonian. While irrelevant for the case of known de-
scriptors, estimation of the error functional ϵ[ψ] is inte-
gral to the case of unknown descriptors, shown in the
following subsection and Theorem. Estimating ϵ[ψ] al-
lows us to carry out statistical inference on the quality
of the regression when descriptors are unknown a priori,
and thereby systematically improve our ansatz for the
low-energy Hamiltonian. As such, Hamiltonian learning
can only be viewed comparably to DMD in the case of
known descriptors.

2. Unknown descriptors

Theorem 4 (DMD, Unknown descriptors). Suppose you
are givenH,H and want to construct a low-energy Hamil-
tonian HΛ over HΛ for a given Λ. Assume further that
FH is (Λ, κ, ϵ)−compressible, cannot be compressed to
any form for κ′ < κ without a higher error ϵ′ > ϵ, and
that the descriptors {dj}j∈[κ] are contained within a pool

Π of descriptors with |Π| ∼ O(poly log |HΛ|). Then a HΛ

can be computed to additive accuracy ϵ using an iterative
algorithm with a total O(poly log |HΛ|) wave functions
and access to |Π| operator expectation values.

1. Select a set of operators {di} from Π to be included
in an ansatz for FH′ =

∑κ
i=1 gidi[ψ] where gi are

unknown.

2. Sample a set of states from HΛ that saturate the
image of HΛ on the κ−dimensional coordinate
space {di[ψ]}. Additionally, sample a set of states
from H⊥

Λ that also saturate the κ−dimensional im-
age.

3. Compute di[ψ] ∀di ∈ Π and FH [ψ] on the sampled
states.

4. Use the computed values to fit gi, and assess the
error functional ϵ[ψ] after the fit.

5. Case A (True negative): FH′ does not satisfy Defi-
nition 1 over the sampled data. Repeat steps 1 – 4
with a different ansatz, concatenate samples.

6. Case B (Positive): FH′ does satisfy Definition 1
over the sampled data. Two subcases should be
studied.

(a) Subcase B.1 (False Positive):

i. Only κ′ < κ descriptors are required to
satisfy Definition 1. Repeat Steps 1 – 4
with a different ansatz, concatenate sam-
ples.

ii. Assess undersampling. If undersampling
is present, Repeat Steps 1 – 4 with a dif-
ferent ansatz, concatenate samples.

(b) Subcase B.2 (True Positive): All κ operators
are required to yield error ϵ on the states. No
undersampling is present. You have found a
low-energy Hamiltonian to additive error ϵ.

Proof. The iterative method described in this Theorem
is a statistical learning approach to building FH′ . Below
we provide a proof with a visual guide in Figure 1.
Before addressing the Steps, we note that there are two

additional assumptions relative to Theorem 3. First, we
have a condition on maximal compressibility, that the
functional cannot be compressed further than κ terms
without increasing the error. Second, we have a condi-
tion on a pool of possible descriptors Π, which has size
|Π| ∼ poly log(|HΛ|) ∼ O(poly(N)) where N is a system
size variable, and is guaranteed to contain the correct
descriptor set for the given compressibility. If this condi-
tion is lifted, it is impossible from the outset to have an
efficient procedure, as the search space is too large. In
most practical calculations, a polynomial in system size
search space Π is sufficient, as shown in Sections III, IV,
V.
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H

HΛ

H⊥Λ

a)

d1[ψ]

d2[ψ] b)

d 2
[ψ

]

d1[ψ]

F H
[ψ

]

c) Case A

d 2
[ψ

]

d1[ψ]

F H
[ψ

]
d) Case B.1

d 2
[ψ

]

d1[ψ]

F H
[ψ

]

e) Case B.2

Figure 1. Visual guide for Theorem 4 where we take a promise
of a (Λ, κ, ϵ)−compressible FH for κ = 2. Subpanel a) illus-
trates samples drawn from HΛ and H⊥

Λ used in the regression
process of Steps 1 – 4 with dots indicating samples and shaded
regions indicating spaces. Subpanel b) shows the sampled
data in the coordinate space. Sampled data is again shown
with dots, and the shaded region is the image of HΛ in the 2-
dimensional space. Subpanels c) – e) show schematics for Case
A, B.1 and B.2 respectively. In all three panels the sampled
data are dots, and the shaded plane is the linear regression
best fit. In c) one has a poor regression as in Case A, in d)
one has good regression in HΛ and an energetic separation of
states in H⊥

Λ , but only the d2[ψ] regression variable is neces-
sary as in Case B.1, and in e) one satisfies all the conditions
for regression and both d1[ψ], d2[ψ] are required to describe
the data as in Case B.2.

In Step 1, we select a set of operators {di} from Π for
our ansatz FH′ leaving the constants gi unknown. Our
goal is to fit the unknown gi using information gathered
from HΛ,H⊥

Λ , and determine whether the conditions in
Definition 1 are satisfied by the fit model.

In Step 2, we sample states from HΛ and H⊥
Λ in order

to fit the gi and assess the validity of conditions in Def-
inition 1. As described in Theorem 3, this only requires
a number of samples depending on κ.
In Step 3, we compute the expectation values of all

operators in Π and H on each state we have sampled
and in Step 4 we carry out the linear regression to fit the

regression coefficients gi.
After the regression is complete, in Steps 5 and 6 we

determine whether to iterate further or end our calcula-
tion. In Case A, FH′ does not satisfy Definition 1 over
the sampled data. In this case, our assumption about
compressibility is contradicted, and therefore we update
our ansatz and repeat Steps 1 – 4. It should be noted
that we do not throw away any samples we have already
collected, and instead we concatenate them into the set
of all samples used for regression and inference.
In Case B, our data presents a positive conclusion,

which can either be a true positive or a false positive.
In the latter case, labeled Subcase B.1, we have two cat-
egories of false positives. First, we may find we find that
Definition 1 is satisfied over the sampled data, but only
κ′ < κ descriptors are required. This contradicts our as-
sumption about maximum compressibility, and therefore
Steps 1 – 4 are repeated with a new ansatz, and samples
are concatenated.
Second, we may find that there is a false positive due

to undersampling. The source of this undersampling may
come from undersampling of either HΛ or H⊥

Λ , but both
are related to non-injectivity of the map Dκ in Equa-
tion 14 for a given set {di}i∈[κ].
In the case of HΛ, one may have that two states in

HΛ with different values of FH but the same Dκ(|ψ⟩). In
this case, a sampling scheme which saturates only D(HΛ)
need not sample both states, and may come to a false
conclusion about the accuracy of the effective model by
only including one sample. One can address this error
by noting that the correct set of descriptors without any
undersampling bias exists within Π, and thereby should
present as a multi-collinearity of the ansatz descriptors
{di}i∈[κ] with a subset of descriptors in Π \ {di}i∈[κ] over
the samples from HΛ. As such, one can repeat Steps 1–4
with new ansatze including subsets of the multi-collinear
descriptors in Π, concatenating samples every iteration
until the undersampling of HΛ is resolved. There are at

most
(|Π|
κ

)
such iterations.

The case of H⊥
Λ is similar, and relates to the long-

standing problem of intruder states in effective model
construction, namely states which have energy > Λ in
H but present as having energy ≤ Λ in HΛ. Intruder
states can come in two varieties. First, they can appear
outside Dκ(HΛ). This can be addressed by considering
the augmented operator:

H ′′ = PDκ
H ′PDκ

+ (1− PDκ
)(Λ + σ)(1− PDκ

), (15)

where PDκ
is a projector onto the image Dκ(HΛ) that

can be estimated using the sampled data and σ is some
positive real number. This Hamiltonian ensures that any
state outside Dκ(HΛ) will have energy > Λ.
Second, they can appear inside Dκ(HΛ). In this case,

undersampling would again manifest as multi-collinearity
in the descriptors, namely that there would be multiple
sets of descriptors in Π which would all yield a positive
result for regression over the sampled data. In this case,
one would need to include additional samples from H⊥

Λ
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which fall within Dκ(HΛ), but are able to differentiate
between the various equivalent sets of descriptors in Π.

At most
(|Π|
κ

)
samples are required to carry out this dif-

ferentiation.

In Subcase B.2 we have found an ansatz in which all κ
operators are required to describe the data and we have
satisfied the requirements of Definition 1 over the sam-
pled data. Further, all undersampling errors are resolved.
As such, this is the True Positive case, and we have now
constructed an approximation to HΛ to ϵ additive error.

In the worst case execution, 2κ samples are drawn
per iteration, and iterations are carried over all possi-

ble
(|Π|
κ

)
≤ |Π|κ

κ! descriptor subsets. In total, this yields
an iterative algorithm where O(poly log |HΛ|) wave func-
tions are used, requiring access to expectation values of
all |Π| operators.

E. Requirements for efficient quantum-enhanced
DMD

By making use of an assumption of compressibility of
FH , we have made significant headway in resolving the
cardinality problem and have entirely resolved the wave-
function access problem. In doing so, however, we have
made three strong assumptions about the structure of the
problem, of which the first two are as-of-yet not proven,
but have been practically demonstrated. The third is the
focus of the remainder of this manuscript.

Requirement 1 (Compressibility of low-energy Hamil-
tonian functionals). A core assumption in Theorem 4 is
the compressibility of HΛ, an assumption which is empir-
ically valid for many physical systems. An open problem
is whether the compressibility of FH can be determined
from H and Λ alone. The answer to this problem could
have sweeping consequences for the understanding of low-
energy many-body physics.

Requirement 2 (Existence of compact descriptors pools
|Π|). The polylogarithmic scaling in |HΛ|, correspond-
ingly a polynomial scaling in N , of Theorem 4 relies
on the ability to ensure that the descriptors needed for
compressibility lie within a pool Π such that |Π| ∼
O(poly log |HΛ|). An important problem still remains re-
garding whether, given that FH is compressible, if such a
Π exists and how one can construct it given H,Λ.

Requirement 3 (Ability to sample low-energy Hilbert
spaces). The last core assumption in Theorem 4 is abil-
ity to sample HΛ,H⊥

Λ with a controlled error. In Sec-
tion III we will demonstrate that this assumption is not
valid on classical hardware with classical algorithms. In
Section IV we will resolve this problem by constructing
a quantum algorithm which can sample HΛ,H⊥

Λ with a
controlled error given only H and Λ.

III. CLASSICAL APPROACHES TO DMD

In this section we argue that the primary hurdle to the
application of DMD on classical computers is the inabil-
ity of classical algorithms to sample states from HΛ with
controllable error. To do so, we go through an example of
applying Theorem 3 to a toy problem of an H2 molecule
with two electrons.
We will take H to be the ab initio Hamiltonian for H2

under the Born-Oppenheimer approximation,

HH2 =
∑

i=1,2

−1

2
∇2
i −

∑

i=1,2

∑

I=1,2

1

|r⃗i − R⃗I |
+

1

|r⃗1 − r⃗2|
+

1

|R⃗1 − R⃗2|
,

(16)

where r⃗ are the electronic coordinates, which are treated

quantum mechanically, and R⃗ are the ionic coordinates,
which are treated classically. The classical coordinates
of the system can be uniquely defined by the parameter

R = |R⃗1 − R⃗2|, the bond distance between the two H
nuclei.

A. Compressibility of the Hamiltonian

A necessary assumption in Theorem 3 is that FHH2

be compressible with a known set of descriptors. For
the case of stretched H2 compressibility is readily ver-
ified due to the existence of the Coulson-Fischer point
[53]. The Coulson-Fischer point for H2 is RCF ∼ 1.5R0

where R0 is the equilibrium bond length. For R > RCF
the H2 molecule has a ground state with broken spin
symmetry, while this is not the case for R < RCF . The
broken spin symmetry is accompanied by the emergence
of a low-energy subspace HΛ composed of states with
both electrons in the 1s orbitals of the hydrogen atoms,
accurately described by a Fermi-Hubbard dimer model
[54, 55].
We expect that the H2 molecule for R > RCF

should have a low-energy Hilbert space HΛ composed
of broken spin symmetry states such that FHH2

is
(Λ, 2, ϵ)−compressible. To ensure that we are past the
Coulson-Fischer point, we use R = 1.5RCF for our cal-
culations. Our starting ansatz will be the Fermi-Hubbard
dimer, Hhub as defined in Equation 12 with N = 2.

B. Sampling HΛ, computing di,FH , fitting gi

We begin with an overview of the methods we employ
in sampling HΛ classically.
The first method is full configuration interaction (FCI)

[56]. In this method, H is diagonalized exactly within a
finite single-particle basis set. This is done by generat-
ing every possible determinant with, in this case, two
electrons over the entire single-electron basis, and diag-
onalizing H over the resulting determinants. FCI scales
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exponentially in the system size and is not a computa-
tionally feasible technique, but can be run quickly for the
H2 Hamiltonian. FCI will serve as reference data for an
exact sampling of HΛ.

The second method is complete active space config-
uration interaction (CASCI) [57]. In this method, H is
diagonalized over a restricted set of determinants present
in FCI. This is accomplished by considering only deter-
minants composed of two electrons over a subset of the
single-particle basis functions called the “active space”.
The choice of active space is up to the user. In the limit
of the active space being the 1s orbital CASCI is equiva-
lent to Hartree-Fock, while in the limit of the active space
being the single-particle basis set CASCI is equivalent to
FCI.

Methods like coupled-cluster and quantum Monte
Carlo are not included in our analysis. Coupled-cluster
singles and doubles, which includes all singly- and
doubly-excited determinants, is identical to FCI for H2

since there are only two electrons. QuantumMonte Carlo
methods have additional stochastic errors which muddy
the analysis shown here. We note that regardless of which
classical technique is employed, they all incur systematic
errors in sampling HΛ [58, 59]. CASCI is simply emblem-
atic of classical algorithms.

In Figure 2 we present FCI and CASCI results us-
ing the cc-pvtz Gaussian basis set [60] computed using
the PySCF program [61, 62], with single particle orbitals
computed using restriced open-shell Hartree-Fock [63].
CASCI results are presented for an active space includ-
ing only the 1s and 2s orbitals on each hydrogen (4 active
orbitals), as well as for the 1s, 2s and 2p orbitals on each
hydrogen (10 active orbitals).

For each method, four states are sampled from HΛ,
corresponding to the four possible states with two elec-
trons occupying the 1s orbitals in H2. For each state,
FH as well as the two descriptors in Equation 12 —∑
σ⟨c

†
σ0cσ1⟩ + h.c. and ⟨n0↑n0↓ + n1↑n1↓⟩ — are com-

puted. The four computed states are drawn as points in
this three dimensional space, and the area between the
four points is filled in for visual clarity. The projection
of this plane into the 2-D descriptor subspace is shown
in dashed lines.

The four states generated by FCI are by definition the
eigenstates of H2 within the single-particle basis. The
four states visually form a plane in the descriptor coor-
dinates, indicating a high quality of fit to a linear model
in the Fermi-Hubbard descriptors. The fit parameters in
the Fermi-Hubbard model and estimated ϵ are presented
in the first row of Table I.

Method t (eV) U (eV) ϵ (eV)
FCI 2.0 7.6 0.2

CASCI 1s2s2p 2.0 7.8 0.2
CASCI 1s2s 2.0 8.3 0.3

Table I. Summary of fit parameters for a Fermi-Hubbard
model of the H2 molecule using Theorem 4.

∑ σ
〈c
†
σ0
cσ1
〉+

h.
c.

−1

0

1

〈n↑0n↓0 + n↑1n↓1〉 0.0

0.4

0.8

F H
[ψ

]
(e

V
)

0

10 U = 8.3eV

U = 7.8eV

U = 7.6eV

FCI

CASCI 1s2s2p

CASCI 1s2s

Figure 2. Classical calculations of samples drawn from HΛ

for H2 molecule beyond the Coulson-Fischer point. Both
the FCI and CASCI methods are employed. Four samples
are drawn for each method, and the eigenstates are shown
with respect to their total energy and descriptor values for
the Fermi-Hubbard model Equation 12. Planes are drawn
among the four sampled data points, and fit parameters for
the Fermi-Hubbard U are also presented for each method.
The projection of this plane into the 2-D descriptor subspace
is shown in dashed lines.

For the CASCI 1s2s method, we find the two lower en-
ergy states agree well with the FCI eigenstates. However,
the two higher energy states suffer a significant error in di
and FH relative to the FCI states. Even more worrying
is that the CASCI 1s2s data fall in a plane like the FCI
data, meaning the quality of fit to a linear model in the
Fermi-Hubbard descriptors would not indicate any prob-
lem. As shown in the third row of Table I, regression on
the CASCI 1s2s samples yields an error ϵ nearly identical
to FCI but a 10% over estimate in the parameter U .

The error seen in the CASCI 1s2s data is a non-
parallelity error, where samples from an approximate
method form a plane in {di[ψ]},FH [ψ] which is not par-
allel to the plane formed by samples drawn exactly from
HΛ. Non-parallelity error is pernicious since regression
cannot be used to determine poor sampling, and was
identified as one of the biggest drawbacks of DMD us-
ing classical algorithms [15]. Non-parallelity error is a
false positive error.

Two other classes of errors may arise when using ap-
proximate methods for sampling HΛ. The first is a par-
allel error, in which case the approximate plane is shifted
upwards in FH by a constant relative to the exact plane:
this is a benign error as it does not affect the fit parame-
ters. The second is a non-planar error where the approx-
imate samples do not fall in a plane in {di[ψ]},FH [ψ] at
all while the exact samples do. In this case one would
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unknowingly discard the correct compressed HΛ as the
regression using approximate samples would yield a large
ϵ. This is a false negative error.
While the three errors — non-parallel (false positive),

parallel (benign), non-planar (false negative) — can oc-
cur in any approximate method, classical or quantum,
there is no way to determine the magnitude of these er-
rors in classical methods a priori. One must either have
reference data like FCI, which in most cases is computa-
tionally infeasible, or run an a posteriori error analysis to
estimate errors. To illustrate the a posteriori technique,
we present data for the more expensive CASCI 1s2s2p
method, wherein the non-parallelity error is significantly
reduced. If FCI was not available to us, we could run
a sequence of more expensive CASCI calculations until
the changes in fit parameters with increasing active space
size are sufficiently small.

C. Issues with the classical approach

In summary, we have shown that all approximate
methods for sampling HΛ may incur three different kinds
of errors in Theorem 4: non-parallel (false positive), par-
allel (benign), and non-planar (false negative). Addition-
ally, we demonstrate that when classical algorithms for
sampling HΛ incur these errors, estimation of the magni-
tude of the error a priori is not possible. Rather, expen-
sive a posteriori analysis must be carried out to ensure
significant errors are not present in the sampling of HΛ.
This feature of classical algorithms for sampling HΛ has
been understood by prior authors on DMD [15].

In Section IV we provide a quantum algorithm for sam-
pling HΛ where the error in the sampled states is known
and controllable a priori.

IV. QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR DMD

In this section we provide a quantum algorithm for
sampling HΛ and H⊥

Λ with a controllable error, resolving
Problem 3. We also provide discussion on computing
di[ψ],FH [ψ] for the sampled states and error propagation
to the fit parameters gi.

A. Sampling HΛ

The core of the state preparation algorithm is the con-
struction of an approximate projector PΛ into HΛ. We
do so by implementing RΛ ≡ 2PΛ−I using quantum sig-
nal processing (QSP) [64, 65]. With an implementation
of RΛ, PΛ is constructed using a controlled application
of RΛ and two Hadamard gates.

In QSP, one assumes access to a (λ,m, ϵ)−block-
encoding, U , of an operator A:

||A− λ(⟨0m| ⊗ I)U(|0m⟩ ⊗ I)|| < ϵ. (17)

By introducing an additional ancilla qubit, one can query
U to efficiently generate a polynomial transformation of
A for a given polynomial P ∈ R[x]. We reproduce the
main theorem of QSP regarding Π with definite parity
below:

Theorem 5 (QSP, Theorem 1 [66]). Let U be a
(λ,m, 0)−block-encoding of a Hermitian matrix A. Let
P ∈ R[x] be a degree−l even or odd real polynomial
and |P (x)| < 1 for any x ∈ [−1, 1]. Then there exists an

(1,m+1, 0)−block-encoding Ũ of P (A/λ) using l queries
of U,U† and O((m+1)l) other primitive quantum gates.

To build RΛ we take A = H. For the analysis below we
assume oracle access to UH , and defer constructions of
UH to Section V. Additional literature on block-encoding
sparse and POVM Hamiltonians can be readily found
[67].

Regarding P ∈ R[x], we note that

RΛ = −sign[H − ΛI]. (18)

The equality is verified by first expressing RΛ in the
eigenbasis of H

RΛ =
∑

k:Ek≤Λ

|ψk⟩⟨ψk| −
∑

k:Ek>Λ

|ψk⟩⟨ψk|. (19)

Taking H−ΛI =
∑
k(Ek−Λ)|ψk⟩⟨ψk|, the −sign[·] func-

tion will return +1 for Ek ≤ Λ and −1 for Ek > Λ,
returning the expression above for RΛ.

An efficient polynomial approximation to sign[·] exists,
which we will take as Π:

Theorem 6 (Lemma 3 [66]). For all 0 < δ < 1, 0 < ϵ <
1, there exists an efficiently computable odd polynomial
S(·; δ, ϵ) ∈ R[x] of degree l = O( 1δ log(

1
ϵ )), such that

1. for all x ∈ [−1, 1], |S(x; δ, ϵ)| ≤ 1, and

2. for all x ∈ [−1,−δ]∪ [δ, 1], |S(x; δ, ϵ)−sign(x)| ≤ ϵ.

Using Theorems 5 and 6 and the relationship between
RΛ and PΛ, we provide a theorem regarding the construc-
tion of PΛ.

Theorem 7. Suppose one is given a (λ,m, 0)−block-
encoding for H, UH . By Theorems 5 and 6, one can con-
struct a (1,m+2, 0)−block-encoding for S[(H−λI)/(λ+
|Λ|); δ, ϵ), US(Λ, δ, ϵ), with l = O( 1δ log(

1
ϵ )) queries to UH

and O((m+ 2)l) other primitive quantum gates.
Consider further the operator Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ)

|0⟩

Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ)|0m+2⟩

|0n⟩
=

H H

US(Λ, δ, ϵ)
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For any state |ψ⟩ ∈ H with eigenstate expansion |ψ⟩ =∑
k αk|ψk⟩ such that

∑
k:Ek≤Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|) |αk|2 > γ2, the

state

|ψ′⟩ = (⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ)(|0m+3⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩) (20)

satisfies the conditions

||(1− PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|))|ψ′⟩|| ≤ ϵ/2. (21)

||PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|)|ψ′⟩|| > γ(1− ϵ/2). (22)

Proof. Expanding out Uθ in terms of US we find:

|ψ′⟩ =1

2
(I + (⟨0m+2| ⊗ I)US(Λ, δ, ϵ)(|0m+2⟩ ⊗ I))|ψ⟩

=
1

2
(I + S

[
(H − ΛI)/(λ+ |Λ|); δ, ϵ

]
)|ψ⟩

=
1

2

∑

k

αk(1 + S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩

(23)

Applying (1− PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|)) we then find

||(1− PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|))|ψ′⟩|| =

||1
2

∑

k:Ek>Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1 + S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≤ 1

2
||

∑

k:Ek>Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

αkϵ|ψk⟩|| ≤ ϵ/2.

(24)

Applying instead PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|) we get:

||PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|)|ψ′⟩|| =

||1
2

∑

k:Ek≤Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1 + S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≥ ||1
2

∑

k:Ek≤Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1 + S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≥ 1

2
||

∑

k:Ek≤Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(2− ϵ)|ψk⟩|| > γ(1− ϵ/2).

(25)

In the last line of both proofs we make use of Condition
2 in Theorem 6.

Application of Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ) supresses the overlap of |ψ⟩
outside HΛ but leaving |ψ′⟩ subnormalized, as expected
of a projection operator. To bring the normalization of
the state back to unity, we carry out amplitude amplifi-
cation.

Theorem 8. Suppose you have access to a
(λ,m, 0)−block-encoding of H, UH , and an initial
state preparation oracle UI that satisfies

UI |0⟩ =
∑

k

αk|ψk⟩ ,
∑

k:Ek≤Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

|αk|2 > γ2.

|0⟩

Usp|0m+3⟩

|0n⟩

=

|0⟩

Q|0m+3⟩
Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵγ)

|0m+3⟩

|0n⟩ UI |ψ⟩

Repeat

Figure 3. Circuit diagram demonstrating state preparation
using amplitude estimation, Theorem 8, guaranteeing sam-
pling of low-energy Hilbert spaces with an a priori desired
accuracy ϵ. An initial state is created through the oracle UI

and then projected into the low-energy Hilbert space via Uθ.
Brassard-type amplitude amplification is carried out using the
Brassard Q operator defined in Equation 29. The final out-
put is a state with > 1− ϵ support on the low-energy Hilbert
space.

Then, a state with fidelity 1− ϵ in HΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|) can be
prepared via the circuit in Figure 3 using

1. O( 1
γ(1−ϵγ)δ log

1
γϵ ) queries to UH , O( 1

γ(1−ϵγ) )

queries to UI ,

2. O(m + n) total qubits, O(m) auxiliary and O(n)
for the system register,

3. O( m
γ(1−ϵγ)δ log

1
γϵ ) other one- and two-qubit gates.

Proof. We initialize the n−qubit system register as

|ψ⟩ = Uθ(Λ, δ, γϵ)(I ⊗ I ⊗ UI)|0⟩|0m+2⟩|0n⟩. (26)

By Theorem 7, selecting an error of ϵγ in Uθ guarantees
a fidelity relative to HΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|) within the |0m+3⟩ sector
of at least ϵ:

||(1− PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|))(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ⟩||
||(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ⟩||

≤ ϵγ/2

γ(1− ϵγ/2)
< ϵ,

(27)

where we make use of the sub-normalization of the state

||(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ⟩|| > γ(1− ϵγ/2). (28)

and γ, ϵ < 1.
Next, we carry out Brassard’s amplitude amplification

[68] with the iterate

Q = −AS0ASχ
A = Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵγ)(I ⊗ I ⊗ UI)

Sχ = (2|0m+3⟩⟨0m+3| − I)⊗ I.

(29)
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The final state after amplitude amplification, |ψ′⟩ will
have unit overlap with the |0m+3⟩ sector and infidelity at
most ϵ relative to HΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|):

||(1− PΛ+δ(λ+|Λ|))(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ′⟩||
||(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ′⟩|| < ϵ (30)

||(⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)|ψ′⟩|| = 1. (31)

The initial amplitude for amplitude amplification is
||(⟨0m+3|⊗ I)|ψ⟩|| > γ(1− ϵγ/2). The complexity of am-
plitude estimation scales inversely with the initial over-
lap, with a constant number of queries to Uθ and UI , four
for the prior and one for the latter. The query complexity
relative to UH is determined via Theorem 7.

B. Sampling H⊥
Λ

H⊥
Λ is sampled in a similar approach toHΛ. The major

difference is in Π, where instead of taking P = S[·], we
take P = −S[·]. We reformulate Theorem 7 for H⊥

Λ as

Theorem 9. Suppose one is given UH , US , Uθ as in The-
orem 7. Consider the operators U−S which block-encodes
−S[(H − λI)/(λ+ |Λ|); δ, ϵ] and the corresponding U−θ.
For any state |ψ⟩ ∈ H with eigenstate expansion |ψ⟩ =∑
k αk|ψk⟩ such that

∑
k:Ek≥Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|) |αk|2 > γ2, the

state

|ψ′⟩ = (⟨0m+3| ⊗ I)U−θ(Λ, δ, ϵ)(|0m+3⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩) (32)

satisfies the conditions

||(1− PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|))|ψ′⟩|| > γ(1− ϵ/2). (33)

||PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|)|ψ′⟩|| ≤ ϵ/2. (34)

Proof. Expanding out U−θ in terms of U−S we find:

|ψ′⟩ =1

2
(I + (⟨0m+2| ⊗ I)U−S(Λ, δ, ϵ)(|0m+2⟩ ⊗ I))|ψ⟩

=
1

2
(I − S

[
(H − ΛI)/(λ+ |Λ|); δ, ϵ

]
)|ψ⟩

=
1

2

∑

k

αk(1− S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩

(35)

Applying (1− PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|)) we then find

||(1− PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|))|ψ′⟩|| =

||1
2

∑

k:Ek>Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1− S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≥ ||1
2

∑

k:Ek>Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1− S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≥ 1

2
||

∑

k:Ek>Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(2− ϵ)|ψk⟩|| > γ(1− ϵ/2).

(36)

Applying instead PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|) we get:

||PΛ−δ(λ+|Λ|)|ψ′⟩|| =

||1
2

∑

k:Ek≤Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

αk(1− S
[Ek − Λ

λ+ |Λ| ; δ, ϵ
]
)|ψk⟩||

≤ 1

2
||

∑

k:Ek<Λ−δ(λ+|Λ|)

αkϵ|ψk⟩|| ≤ ϵ/2.

(37)

In the last line of both proofs we make use of Condition
2 in Theorem 6.

Once again we will have a subnormalized |ψ′⟩ amelio-
rated by amplitude amplification. The only difference
here is that UI is an oracle which prepares a state

UI |0⟩ =
∑

k

αk|ψk⟩ ,
∑

k:Ek≥Λ+δ(λ+|Λ|)

|αk|2 > γ2.

C. Computing di,FH

Here we provide an overview of three different ob-
servable estimation methods considered in this work and
asymptotic scalings for their execution.
The first is a method by Rall [69] which adapts adapts

Brassard’s algorithm for amplitude estimation.

Theorem 10 (Canonical observable estimation (COE)
[69]). Assuming access to a state preparation unitary Usp
that prepares a state |ψ⟩, and a (λ,m, 0)−block-encoding
of an observable O, UO, one can estimate ⟨ψ|O|ψ⟩ to
additive error ϵ with probability 1− q employing

1. O(λϵ log(
1
q )) queries to Usp and UO,

2. O(m + n + log(λϵ )) total qubits, n for the system
register, m for the observable block-encoding, and
the rest for amplitude estimation readout.

The next method is that of Huggins et al. [70],
which we will refer to as gradient observable estimation
(GOE). This method leverages gradient estimation to
parallelize observable estimation for non-commuting ob-
servables yielding a square-root speedup in the number
of observables relative to COE.

Theorem 11 (Gradient observable estimation (GOE)
[70]). Assuming access to a state preparation unitary
Usp and a sequence of (λi,mi, 0)− block-encodings for
observables Oi, UOi for i = 1...M , one can estimate
{⟨ψ|Oi|ψ⟩}i=1...M to additive errors ϵ and probability
1− q employing

1. O(
√
M ·maxi∈[1,M] λi

ϵ log(Mq )) queries to Usp and UO.

2. O(Mm + n + M log( 1ϵ )) total qubits, n for the
system register, Mm for the observable block-
encoding, and the rest for estimation readout.
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The final method is a shots-based technique, classical
shadows observable estimation (CSOE) [71]. This tech-
nique favors short circuit execution times and exponen-
tially better scaling in observables relative to COE and
GOE for a tradeoff in accuracy scaling.

Theorem 12 (Classical shadows observable estima-
tion (CSOE) [71]). Assuming access to a state prepa-
ration unitary Usp and a sequence of (λi,mi, 0)− block-
encodings for observables Oi, UOi

for i = 1...M , one can
estimate {⟨ψ|Oi|ψ⟩}i=1...M to additive errors ϵ and prob-
ability 1− q employing

1. O(log(Mq )
1
ϵ2 max ||Oi||2shadow) queries to Usp and

UO.

2. O(n) total qubits, n for the system register.

Here the shadow-norm ||Oi||2shadow depends on the family
of measurements carried out during the shots, and has
been studied extensively [71–73].

D. Fitting gi

In the previous two sections we established quantum
algorithms for state preparation within HΛ,H⊥

Λ and ob-
servable estimation. Here we show that knowing the er-
rors from state preparation and observable estimation are
enough to bound the error in the fit model parameters gi.
To disambiguate between ϵ for state preparation and ob-
servable estimation, we will use ϵsp and ϵoe for the former
and latter.

Consider the general form of the fitting problem for gi

y = X · β, (38)

where yi, Xij are estimates of FH [ψi], dj [ψi] over the sam-
pled states |ψi⟩ using the quantum algorithms for observ-
able estimation and state preparation algorithms in the
previous sections. βj = gj are the parameters we will fit.

To understand the error in β due to finite ϵoe, ϵsp, we
decompose y = y′+ϵy, X = X ′+ϵX where y′ and X ′ are
estimates of FH [ψi] and dj [ψi] with ϵoe = ϵsp = 0. At this
stage, β may be expressed in terms of β′ ≡ (X ′)−1 · y′,
ϵy and ϵX . In general, however, we do not know every
entry in ϵy, ϵX , since this would require knowing y′ and
X ′.

Depending on how much information we have about
ϵy, ϵX , different inferences can be drawn about the er-
ror in β relative to β′. If one knew something about
the distribution of the independent variate (X) and the
noise (ϵy, ϵX), sophisticated statistical techniques can be
used to propagate errors from ϵy, ϵX to β. This would
include relative magnitude of the variance of ϵy and ϵX
[74], or the relative magnitude of the variance of ϵy and
the variance in X [75], or even just the variance in X
[76]. Employing these techniques would require detailed
study of the distribution of noise in both state prepara-
tion and observable estimation algorithms. Some effort

for this has already been carried out for state preparation
[18].
In this work we take the approach of bounding ϵy, ϵX ,

and using the bounds to propagate errors to β. The
entries in ϵy, ϵX can be bounded as:

|(ϵy)i| ≤ ϵHoe + λH(2ϵsp,i + ϵ2sp,i),

|(ϵX)ij | ≤ ϵdjoe + λdj (2ϵsp,i + ϵ2sp,i).
(39)

The two terms in the bound of ϵy arise from observable
estimation and state preparation respectively. First, we
consider the case of ϵoe > 0, ϵsp = 0, wherein |(ϵy)i| < ϵHoe.
Next, the case of ϵoe = 0, ϵsp > 0 such that the sampled
state |ψi⟩ = |ψ′

i⟩+ |ϵsp,i⟩ where |ψ′
i⟩ ∈ HΛ (or H⊥

Λ ), and
|ϵsp,i⟩ is outside the target space with |||ϵsp,i⟩|| ≤ ϵsp,i.
Then

|(ϵy)i| = ||⟨ψi|H|ψi⟩ − ⟨ψ′
i|H|ψ′

i⟩|| =
||(⟨ψ′

i|+ ⟨ϵsp,i|)H(|ψ′
i⟩+ |ϵsp,i⟩)− ⟨ψ′

i|H|ψ′
i⟩||

≤ ||H||(2ϵsp,i + ϵ2sp,i) < λH(2ϵsp,i + ϵ2sp,i).

(40)

As observable expectation values are linear, the two con-
tributions add to yield Equation 39. An identical analysis
follows for ϵX .
We now make two simplifying assumptions. First, that

ϵsp ≪ ϵoe, justified by the quantum resources scaling as
λ/ϵoe for observable estimation but only log(1/ϵsp) for

state preparation. Second, that ϵ
dj
oe ≪ ϵHoe. This is taken

as we assume block-encoding access to the observables dj
and H, with norms λdj and λH . Generally λH ≫ λdj ,
and since the observable estimation algorithm scales as
λ/ϵoe, the condition above is justified.

Inverting Equation 38, we find β = (X ′ + ϵX)−1 · (y′ +
ϵy), which to lowest order in error yields β = X ′−1 · (y′+
ϵy) = β′ +X−1 · ϵy where |(ϵy)i| < ϵHoe. The largest effect
of ϵy on β would occur when cov(di, dj) = 0 ∀i ̸= j over
the states in HΛ. If the variable di had covariance with
other descriptors, then some amount of variation in the
y could be described by a different descriptor, including
possibly the fictitious variation due to the error ϵy.

Assuming zero covariance, the largest error occurs if
the error ϵy saturates the bound |ϵy| = ϵHoe at the extremal
values of di with opposite sign. If the error occurred
with the same sign, then there would be no affect on βj .
Thereby we can bound the difference between β, β′:

|βj − β′
j | <

2ϵHoe
max|ψ⟩∈HΛ

dj [ψ]−min|ψ⟩∈HΛ
dj [ψ]

. (41)

E. Addressing issues with the classical approach

As a final demonstration of the power of the quantum
technique for model fitting, we revisit the H2 molecule
calculation from Section III with error modelling repre-
sentative of quantum algorithms.
Taking ϵHoe as the dominant error in the simulation, we

model the observable estimation error for FH as a b−bit
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Figure 4. Computed model errors for the H2 molecule beyond
the Coulson-Fischer point using the quantum algorithm for
DMD. The errors from the quantum algorithm are modeled
by a b−bit binary truncation when estimating FH . Computed
data is plotted against the upper bounds in parameter errors
determined in Equation 41.

binary truncation with ϵHoe = 2−b. Binary truncation is
the only error present in both COE and GOE assum-
ing successful measurement. Practically, this amounts to
taking our FCI data, leaving all computed dj untouched,
and applying a b−bit binary truncation to the computed
FH .

In Figure 4, we show the fit model parameter errors
versus the theoretical bound established in Equation 41
for b−bit binary truncation from 5 to 15 digits after the
decimal. All of the generated data satisfy the bounds,
with the data overperforming relative to the bound be-
tween a factor of 5 to 10, indicating that the bounds in
Equation 41 can be tightened with a more sophisticated
analysis.

We now carry out the inverse operation, namely for
a target parameter error in t, U , we use the bound in
Equation 41 to determine the largest applicable ϵHoe that
would yield the target parameter error. We then “run”
the quantum calculation by considering a b−bit trunca-
tion with b = log2(1/ϵ

H
oe), use this data to fit the model

parameters, and then see if the fit parameters satisfy
the target parameter errors we desired. The results are
shown in Figure 5.

We find that the computed parameter t does not vary
significantly amongst the different methods, similar to
the classical case, but that U does and that the parame-
ter error in U always sits below the targeted error. In ad-
dition, we find the computed errors in U perform around
a factor of 5 times better than the target, consistent with
the observations in Figure 4.

Our results demonstrate that, unlike in the classical

∑ σ
〈c
†
σ0
cσ1
〉+

h.
c.

−1

0

1

〈n↑0n↓0 + n↑1n↓1〉 0.0

0.4

0.8

F H
[ψ

]
(e

V
)

0

10

U = 8.7eV

U = 7.7eV

U = 7.6eV

FCI

||β − β′|| ≤ 0.6eV

||β − β′|| ≤ 4.0eV

Figure 5. Illustration of model fitting procedure for a fixed
parameter error budget |β−β′| using the quantum DMD ap-
proach for H2 molecule beyond the Coulson-Fischer point.
FCI results are shown as a reference, and two “quantum”
calculations are shown for |β − β′| ≤ 0.6 and 4.0 eV. The
“quantum” calculations include the dominant observable es-
timation error in the quantum DMD approach, modelled here
via b−bit binary truncation with b determined by the bound
in Equation 41. Planes are drawn among the four sampled
data points, and fit parameters for the Fermi-Hubbard U are
also presented for each method. The projection of this plane
into the 2-D descriptor subspace is shown in dashed lines.

case, the quantum algorithm for DMD can be used to en-
sure state preparation, observable estimation, and model
parameter estimation to an a priori decided error with-
out a posteriori corrections. We have now resolved Re-
quirement 3 listed in Sec. II. The rest of the manuscript
will be dedicated to resource estimation, demonstrating
not only the conceptual benefits of the quantum algo-
rithm for DMD, but also its efficiency.

V. RESOURCE ESTIMATES FOR QUANTUM
ALGORITHM

A. Methodology

We carry out rigorous resource estimates for sampling
a single low-energy state in Step 1 of Theorem 3 or equiv-
alently Step 2 of Theorem 4. At the logical level, we re-
port logical qubit counts and T-gate counts, with the lat-
ter being the predominant cost in the fault-tolerant con-
text [77, 78]. To compute T-gate counts, we write quan-
tum circuits in terms of Clifford gates, multi-controlled
CNOT gates, and single qubit rotation gates. The multi-
controlled CNOT gates and single qubit rotation gates
are compiled down to T gates using efficient protocols



15

[79, 80].
Logical resource estimates are further refined to phys-

ical resource requirements, after making assumptions
about the underlying hardware. To inform our assump-
tions, we note that extant hardware is able to imple-
ment distance 3 and 5 surface codes around break-even
and with error rates pphys ∼ 10−2 [81]. This architec-
ture is able to implement each code cycle (one round of
syndrome extraction) in t = 921 ns. We consider two
hypothetical sub-threshold machines that implement the
surface code with physical error rates of pphys = 10−3 and
pphys = 10−4 and syndrome extractions times of 1 µs. We
analyze several configurations of these two hypothetical
machines, determining the number of physical qubits and
physical runtime for algorithm execution.

B. Doped 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model

1. Problem overview

There has been ongoing interest in the 2-D Fermi-
Hubbard model, Equation 12, for decades due to its
conceptual vicinity to strongly correlated superconduc-
tors. In the strong coupling limit U/t > 8 with hole
dopings p ∼ 0.1, the 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model yields
competing striped- and superconducting-orders at low
energy, mirroring tightly competing orders in cuprate su-
perconductors [82–85]. With the introduction of a next-
nearest-neighbor hopping (including an additional pa-
rameter t′ not present in Equation 12) there is evidence
for co-existing partially filled stripes and superconduc-
tivity [86].

We are concerned with the t′ = 0 case in this
manuscript, as there are still significant unresolved ques-
tions regarding the competition between stripe and su-
perconducting orders. Two pieces of information are well
known through approximate classical simulation, namely
that the stripe order is the stable ground state with an
energy of −0.765t± 0.005t per site for U/t = 8, and that
the energy scale of the low-energy stripe excitations is
∼ 0.01t per site for U/t = 8− 12 [83].
Unfortunately, details of the excitations, like how the

stripe order wavelength and direction affect the energy of
a state, are not well studied. This is because approximate
classical methods typically perform worse when comput-
ing excited states [18, 59], thereby implying that the best
classical methods would yield systematic errors > 0.005t
per site, nearly drowning out any information in the low-
energy excitation space.

Instead of relying on approximate methods, one can
utilize exact methods like Lanczos diagonalization. How-
ever, due to the exponential scaling of the Hilbert space,
Lanczos diagonalization can only be carried out for N ≤
18 sites on classical hardware [87]. Given that finite size
effects are a major source of error in low-energy excited
states of the Fermi-Hubbard model [86], the limited sys-
tem size poses additional concerns.

In this section we will provide resource estimates
for constructing a low-energy Hamiltonian describing
the low-lying striped eigenstates for the Fermi-Hubbard
model with U/t > 8, N > 18, and p = 0.1, targeting
an error of ∼ 0.001t per site. Formally, we will compute
the logical and physical resources required for sampling a
single low-energy state of the 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model
in Equation 12 for U/t = 12, N sites with a 2 × N/2
lattice geometry, and p = 0.1 hole-doping from HΛ with
Λ > −0.76tN +0.01tN , using Algorithm 4. We will take
FH to be (Λ, κ, ϵ)−compressible for some κ ∈ O(1) in
system size and ϵ < 0.005tN .

2. Hamiltonian block-encoding circuit, UH

We use the method of Babbush et al. [88] to block-
encode the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian in Equation 12.
An N site system requires ⌈2N + 2 log2N + 4⌉ logical
qubits and 20N + ⌈8 log2(2N/ϵR) + 10 log2N⌉ + 40 T
gates. Here ϵR is the rotation synthesis error demanded
for the block-encoding, which is discussed in the section
regarding parameter selection. The norm of the block-
encoding is λH = 4Nt+NU.
The leading linear term in the T-gate counts arises

from the SELECT block of the LCU scheme. Recent
work by Morrison and Landahl [89] provide an optimized
implementation for the SELECT block which yields a
smaller prefactor in the total T-gate count. Using their
“Majorana inspired” encoding of the SELECT block, the
total T-gate count is reduced to

QUH
= 2N + ⌈2 log2N⌉+ 4

TUH
= 16N + 8⌈log2 2N + log2(2N/ϵR)⌉+ 40.

(42)

3. State preparation circuit, Usp

As shown in Figure 3, Usp has two components: UI
and Uθ. We take UI to prepare a single computational
basis state, thereby requiring no additional qubits or
T gates. In Appendix A1 we demonstrate that for
the Fermi-Hubbard model and Λ = 3ptN = 0.3tN >
−0.76tN + 0.01tN , properly chosen computational basis
states have significant overlap HΛ.

QUI
= QUH

TUI
= 0

(43)

By Theorem 7, Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ) has the same T-gate count
as a controlled-US(Λ, δ, ϵ) gate with an extra qubit. The
US circuit is implemented in the standard QSP form:

. . .

. . .

. . .

|0⟩ e−iϕ1Z e−iϕ2Z e−iϕdZ

|0m+1⟩
UH UH

|0n⟩
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where d is the degree of the approximate polynomial,
and ϕ1 to ϕd are the QSP phases.

We follow an efficient phase-factor optimization scheme
for QSP [90] to determine the following expression for the
number of QSP phases:

d =
⌈2
5

√
(ρ2 + log

1

ϵ
) log

1

ϵ

⌉

ρ =
1

δ

√
2 log

2

πϵ2
.

(44)

One can confirm that the above expression for d exhibits
the correct asymptotic behavior in Theorem 6. The total
cost for Uθ(Λ, δ, ϵ) is then

QUθ
= QUH

+ 3

TUθ
= d · TUH

+

d · ⌈(48(2 log2N + 6) + (10 + 4 log2 ϵ
−1
R ))⌉

(45)

with the three contributions in TUθ
coming from

the Hamiltonian block-encoding, the multi-controlled
CNOTs, and the single-qubit rotations respectively.

Finally, by including the overhead of amplitude ampli-
fication, in this case O(1/γ) iterations of amplification
and a single extra qubit to ensure a final unit fidelity, we
determine the total cost of state preparation to be:

QUsp
= QUH

+ 4

TUsp = ⌈1 + 1

2
(

π

2 arcsin γ(1− ϵγ)
− 1)⌉(2TUI

+ 2TUθ
).

(46)

4. Computing di,FH

We first discuss the cost of implementing UO, the
observable block-encoding costs for the Fermi-Hubbard
model. For UO = UH , the costs have been established
earlier in this section. For dj , we make the assumption
that the dj operators are sums of ν−body reduced den-
sity matrix operators (ν−RDMs). For the case of the
Fermi-Hubbard model, all RDMs in the Jordan-Wigner
representation are Pauli strings, and thereby require no
T gates or additional qubits to block encode, and further
have λdj = 1. As such, we find that QUdj

= TUdj
= 0 for

the Fermi-Hubbard model.

For COE, we find the total cost for estimating M ob-

servables dj and FH , with accuracy ϵ
dj
oe and ϵHoe respec-

tively, and aggregate success probability q (success q over

all observables) to be [69]:

QCOE = QUsp + log2
λH

ϵHoe

TCOE = ⌈8π
( M∑

j=1

λdj

ϵ
dj
oe

(TUsp + TUdj
)+

λH

ϵHoe
(TUsp

+ TUH
)
)
· log(2(M + 1)

q
)+

(M + 1)(10 + 4 log2 ϵ
−1
R ) log2(

λH

ϵHoe
)2⌉

(47)

Here the T-gate cost is split into three parts, first, the
cost for computing theM quantities dj in terms of queries
to Usp and UO, then the same for for computing FH , and
finally the overhead for carrying out the inverse Fourier
transform required to back out the observable estimates.
Note, we are assuming a scenario where allM observables
are non-commuting.
For GOE, a similar analysis yields [70]:

QGOE = QUsp + log2
λH

ϵHoe
+

M∑

j=1

log2
λdj

ϵ
dj
oe

TGOE = ⌈2R
√
M
λH

ϵHoe
· (TUsp + TUH

+

M∑

j=1

TUdj
)

· log 2(M + 1)

q
⌉+

⌈(10 + 4 log2 ϵ
−1
R )(log2(

λH

ϵHoe
)2 +

M∑

j=1

log2(
λdj

ϵ
dj
oe

)2)⌉

(48)

where the constant R = 18m(54432πm
√
MλH/ϵHoe)

1/2m

and m = log(2
√
MλH/ϵHoe). [91]. Note the significantly

higher qubit counts due to the parallel nature of the
method, and the large prefactor constant R ∼ 103.
For CSOE, we make use of efficient algorithms for com-

puting entire ν−RDMs [72, 73]. Since the FH can be
computed using the 1- and 2-RDMs all relevant quanti-
ties are computable from just the RDMs.

QCSOE = QUsp

TCSOE = ⌈
(
2N
ν

)
ν3/2 log2(2N)(

λH

ϵHoe
)2 log(

2(2N2ν)

q
)⌉ · TUsp

.

(49)

5. Parameter selection

To compute resource estimates, we need to set the fol-
lowing parameters:

1. System parameters: N , Λ, M or ν

2. Observable estimation parameters: ϵoe, q
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3. State preparation parameters: ϵsp, γ, δ

4. Rotation synthesis parameters: ϵR.

Regarding the system parameters, we will take N = 22
and allow M and ν to be an independent parameter in
our resource estimates.

For observable estimation, we take q = 0.1. As we are
trying to describe a space with excitations ∼ 0.01t per
site, we select an error of 0.003t per site, and thereby set

ϵHoe = 0.003Nt and ϵ
dj
oe = ϵHoe/10 by Sec. IVD.

For state preparation, we take ϵsp = ϵoe,dj/100 again
by Sec. IVD. For γ and Λ, we prove in Appendix A1 that
for the doped Fermi-Hubbard model with U/t = 12, by
selecting Λ = 3pNt, all product states corresponding to
physical states with zero on-site double occupancy, have
γ such that ( π

2 arcsin γ(1−ϵspγ) − 1) = 1 for N ≤ 22. We

take δ = (Λ− E0)/(2λ
H), as we expect to sample states

uniformly across HΛ, using the best classical estimate to
E0 of −0.765t per site.
Finally, we set the rotation synthesis error ϵR = ϵsp/10.

6. Logical resource estimates

We present the logical qubit counts QL and T-gate
counts TL required for sampling a single low-energy state
of the Fermi-Hubbard model in Figure 6 while varying the
system size N , number of computed observables M , and
observable estimation technique (COE, GOE, CSOE).

The marked data points on the x-axis correspond to
physically relevant values ofM . The minimal set includes
three observables per site, which would constitute the
simplest compression which is not trivial, κ = 3, and can
be taken as the cost of sampling a single state in Step
1 of Theorem 3 in the case of three known observables.
The remaining data points correspond to the calculation
of increasingly sized ν−RDMs, which scale in system size
asO(Nν), and can be seen as an application of Theorem 4
in the case there |Π| ∼ O(Nν).

For M < 107 observables, COE outperforms both
CSOE and GOE in T-gate counts. Beyond M > 107

observables, GOE performs the best of all the methods.
For M ≫ 109, not shown here, CSOE would be the best
option in terms of T-gate counts. In terms of RDMs,
COE outperforms up to the 2−RDM, after which GOE
is better, with both eventually being surpassed by CSOE
for large ν−RDMs.
In terms of qubits, GOE would require a massive qubit

overhead, six to ten orders of magnitude higher than
COE and CSOE, in the region where it would be the
most T-gate efficient method. For problem cases where
the total number of system qubits is very large, the addi-
tional overhead from the GOE auxiliary qubits may not
matter as much. The Fermi-Hubbard model has a very
low system register encoding overhead due to the Jordan-
Wigner transformation, thereby resulting in a comically
large qubit overhead in GOE.
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Figure 6. Resource estimates for constructing a low-energy
Hamiltonian HΛ for the strongly-coupled U/t = 12, hole-
doped p = 0.1, Fermi-Hubbard model with N = 22 sites us-
ing the quantum implementation of Algorithm 4 with Λ/t =
0.3pN . Logical qubit and T-gate counts, QL and TL, are
shown for computing di,FH for a single low-energy state
with varying number of observables, and observable estima-
tion techniques. Reference values for an equivalent ground
state calculation are also shown, labeled “GS”.

We also present resource estimates for a ground state
simulation, where the ground state is prepared to fidelity
ϵsp using the same amplitude amplification methodology
in this manuscript and computing the same set of ob-
servables using COE with identical accuracies. In Ap-
pendix A 1, we present the extrapolations required to get
resource estimates for the ground state simulation.

We find that the ground state simulation is consis-
tently three orders of magnitude more expensive in T-
gate counts than a single low-energy state simulation.
This can be accounted for via two factors. First, γ for
the ground state is much smaller, requiring 17 iterations
of amplitude amplification to achieve ϵsp fidelity, com-
pared to just a single iteration for the low-energy state.
Second, δ for the ground state is much smaller as δ now
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constitutes the gap between the ground- and first-excited
states. Since the Fermi-Hubbard model has no spectral
gap as N → ∞, the result is a finite-size gap vanishing
at least as fast as 1/N , which in turns yields a δ which is
two orders of magnitude smaller than in the low-energy
case. Importantly, since we have three orders of magni-
tude difference in T-gate counts between the low-energy
and ground-state simulations, one can likely execute the
entire Algorithm 4 faster than a single ground state cal-
culation.

7. Physical resource estimates

We model in the style of [77], abstracting away many
of the details of the underlying hardware. This approach
divides the physical qubits of the hardware into three
categories: qubits that encode the logical qubits of the
algorithm; qubits that are used to route entanglement
between those logical qubits; and finally qubits that are
used to produce, distill, and buffer the magic T states
that are required to perform non-Clifford gates in the
surface code. All of these qubits are used to implement
surface code patches of various shapes.

We use a magic states distillation process which goes
beyond assuming each qubit used in the distillation pro-
cess is encoded at the same distance and instead tailors
the code distance and shape to the distillation circuit
[92]. These magic states are then routed (and consumed
by) several “layouts” [77], each of which make trade-offs
between encoding efficiency of the arrangement of data
qubits, and the exposure of various logical operators of
the underlying patches of surface code to the auxillary
routing qubits.

The choice of surface code distance used for the data
qubits is critical to the overall performance and resource
requirements, since it determines the number of physical
qubits needed to encode each logical qubit, the length of
time needed to perform each logical gate on said qubit,
the fidelity of those logical operations, and the quies-
cent lifetime of idle qubits. We proceed by choosing the
lowest code distance that guarantees a sufficiently low
overall chance of failure of the entire circuit. Specifically,
we require that the overall chance that any logical qubit
fails is no greater than 1%. Similarly, the parameters
for generation of magic T states are also of central im-
portance, since so many T gates need to be performed.
We similarly require that the magic T states used are
of sufficient quality that the chance of any logical failure
being induced by a defective T state is no greater than
1%. Combined, we thus ensure that the executed circuit
will be entirely fault-free 98% of the time.

Our procedure to determine the total physical cost of
a logical circuit is as follows:

1. Identify the smallest magic T factory that satisfies
our requirements for the fidelity of the output T
state.

2. Identify the length of time the circuit must run in
order for the above T factory to produce enough
T states for the logical circuit. Use this to identify
the code distance needed for the logical qubits when
the circuit limited by T state production.

3. Identify the code distance required if an unlimited
supply of T states were available (i.e., the circuit is
limited by consumption).

4. Report the larger code distance and time as the
requirement for the circuit.

We repeat this process for several layouts and magic
T distillation techniques, and report those number is Ta-
ble II. All numbers are reported for a single T factory, but
the overall takeaway is clear: calculations of this scale will
take at least a year to perform with the hypothetical first-
generation hardware considered. Achieving the modest
goal of a hardware error rates pphys = 10−3, roughly an
order of magnitude improvement over current state of
the art, would require a minimum of 2.9× 105 qubits to
calculate a minimal set of observables (this is the first
highlighted row in the table). However, this calculation
would take approximately 25 years.

The more ambitious goal of pphys = 10−4 allows for
much smaller code patches, in particular distance 17 is
possible in the second two highlighted rows (vs distance
33 in the first highlighted row). This simultaneously al-
lows for smaller logical qubits, and faster operations on
them. These two candidate “fast” layout setups high-
lighted in Table II use approximately one hundred thou-
sand qubits, with execution times roughly 2 and 4 years.

The two pphys = 10−4 calculations are limited by T
states production, meaning that allocation of additional
qubits to be used for magic T factories will reduce the
run time. By adding additional factories, we can reduce
the run time to the consumption-limited 3.98 × 107 s,
or about 15 months. The code distance required for the
data qubits shrinks to 15 because of the reduced time in
this faster setup. Then, the total qubits required for the
two-stage 15-to-1 and 15-to-1 followed by 20-to-4 (i.e.,
the second and third highlighted rows) is 1.08× 105 and
1.12× 105 physical qubits, respectively.

We suspect the highlighted configurations in Table II
represent reasonable objectives for first- and second-
generation application-scale simulation machines. While
a run-time of 25 years is unlikely to finish due to being
overtaken by technological advances in the intervening
decades, further theoretical progress in quantum algo-
rithms, quantum error correction, and this DMD tech-
nique in the time before such hardware becomes avail-
able may conceivably reduce the resource estimates by
another order of magnitude. Additional details about
the layouts, magic T factories, and critically, the search
for the ideal asymmetric code distances used for those
factories, are included in Appendix B.
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Logical Physical Physical

Qubits T gates Error Distillery Layout Distance Qubits Time (s)

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)13,5,5(15-to-1)32,12,14 Compact 33 2.855× 105 7.883× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)13,5,5(15-to-1)32,12,14 Intermediate 33 3.683× 105 4.379× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)13,5,5(15-to-1)32,12,14 Fast 35 4.635× 105 3.159× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)18,8,8(20-to-4)33,17,19 Compact 33 3.463× 105 7.883× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)18,8,8(20-to-4)33,17,19 Intermediate 33 4.291× 105 4.379× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−3 (15-to-1)18,8,8(20-to-4)33,17,19 Fast 34 5.007× 105 1.261× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)15,5,6 Compact 16 6.570× 104 3.822× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)15,5,6 Intermediate 16 8.516× 104 2.123× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)15,5,6 Fast 17 1.079× 105 1.221× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)8,2,3(20-to-4)16,8,9 Compact 16 7.586× 104 3.822× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)8,2,3(20-to-4)16,8,9 Intermediate 16 9.532× 104 2.123× 108

min COE 74 2.654× 1012 10−4 (15-to-1)8,2,3(20-to-4)16,8,9 Fast 17 1.183× 105 6.105× 107

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)36,13,15 Compact 40 2.714× 106 1.330× 1011

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)36,13,15 Intermediate 39 3.425× 106 7.204× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)36,13,15 Fast 41 3.995× 106 4.174× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)17,6,7 Compact 19 6.111× 105 6.317× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)17,6,7 Intermediate 19 8.111× 105 3.509× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)17,6,7 Fast 20 9.487× 105 1.958× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)18,8,10 Compact 19 6.227× 105 6.317× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)18,8,10 Intermediate 19 8.227× 105 3.509× 1010

min GOE 552 3.694× 1014 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)18,8,10 Fast 20 9.605× 105 9.235× 109

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−3 (15-to-1)14,5,6(15-to-1)35,13,15 Compact 36 3.452× 105 2.457× 1010

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−3 (15-to-1)14,5,6(15-to-1)35,13,15 Intermediate 36 4.437× 105 1.365× 1010

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−3 (15-to-1)14,5,6(15-to-1)35,13,15 Fast 38 5.522× 105 8.570× 109

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)17,6,6 Compact 18 8.229× 104 1.229× 1010

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)17,6,6 Intermediate 17 9.627× 104 6.446× 109

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)6,2,2(15-to-1)17,6,6 Fast 18 1.212× 105 3.489× 109

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)17,8,9 Compact 18 9.439× 104 1.229× 1010

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)17,8,9 Intermediate 17 1.082× 105 6.446× 109

1-RDM COE 74 7.584× 1013 10−4 (15-to-1)9,3,3(20-to-4)17,8,9 Fast 18 1.333× 105 1.725× 109

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)38,15,16 Compact 44 8.194× 107 1.241× 1012

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)38,15,16 Intermediate 44 1.092× 108 6.895× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−3 (15-to-1)15,6,6(15-to-1)38,15,16 Fast 46 1.208× 108 4.356× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)18,6,7 Compact 22 2.048× 107 6.205× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)18,6,7 Intermediate 21 2.488× 107 3.291× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)18,6,7 Fast 22 2.763× 107 1.661× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)10,3,4(20-to-4)19,8,11 Compact 22 2.050× 107 6.205× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)10,3,4(20-to-4)19,8,11 Intermediate 21 2.490× 107 3.291× 1011

1-RDM GOE 14097 3.134× 1015 10−4 (15-to-1)10,3,4(20-to-4)19,8,11 Fast 22 2.764× 107 9.480× 1010

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−3 (15-to-1)16,7,6(15-to-1)41,17,18 Compact 42 3.980× 105 2.609× 1013

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−3 (15-to-1)16,7,6(15-to-1)41,17,18 Intermediate 42 5.074× 105 1.450× 1013

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−3 (15-to-1)16,7,6(15-to-1)41,17,18 Fast 44 6.282× 105 9.526× 1012

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)20,7,8 Compact 21 9.732× 104 1.305× 1013

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)20,7,8 Intermediate 20 1.143× 105 6.903× 1012

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)7,2,3(15-to-1)20,7,8 Fast 21 1.423× 105 4.142× 1012

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)10,4,4(20-to-4)20,10,11 Compact 21 1.128× 105 1.305× 1013

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)10,4,4(20-to-4)20,10,11 Intermediate 20 1.296× 105 6.903× 1012

1-RDM CSOE 61 6.903× 1016 10−4 (15-to-1)10,4,4(20-to-4)20,10,11 Fast 21 1.578× 105 2.088× 1012

Table II. Resource estimates for constructing a low-energy Hamiltonian HΛ for the strongly-coupled U/t = 12, hole-doped
p = 0.1, Fermi-Hubbard model with N = 22 sites using the quantum implementation of Algorithm 4 with Λ/t = 0.3pN .
Physical costs are show for a minimal set of 3 observables per site, as well as all 1-RDMs. Physical times assume that code
cycles take 1 µs, and there is a single T factory. The first highlighted rows represents an optimistic target for a first generation
application-scale device. The second and third highlighted rows are analyzed to determine consumption-limited physical runtime
and qubit costs.
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C. Cuprate superconductor, Sr1−xLaxCuO2

To cap off our resource estimates, we compute the logi-
cal resources required to sample a single low-energy state
in Step 2 of Algorithm 4 for the electron-doped cuprate
superconductor Sr1−xLaxCuO2 (SLCO). We consider an
eight unit cell computation with ηe = 683 electrons, an
electron doping fraction x = 0.125, and use Np = 106

plane waves.
Our circuit encodings are practically identical to the

Fermi-Hubbard case, with the only difference being the
Hamiltonian block-encoding UH and the initialization
circuit UI . Rather than the second quantized form of the
Fermi-Hubbard model, we use the first quantized repre-
sentation of the first principles Hamiltonian to efficiently
block encode H. For UI , we have two new pieces. First,
an antisymmetrization routine, as antisymmetry of the
wave functions must be manually enforced in the first
quantization encoding. Second, the state initialization,
wherein we initialize to a Hartree-Fock state instead of
a product state like in the Fermi-Hubbard case. Details
of the circuit implementation and resource estimates for
UH and UI can be found in the Appendix of our previous
work on resource estimation for ground state preparation
[32].

Pursuant to the first quantized encoding of H, we use
an adjusted CSOE scheme [93]:

QCSOE = QUsp

TCSOE = ⌈64e3 log(Np/q)ν(2ν + 2e)νηνe (
λH

ϵHoe
)2⌉ · TUsp .

(50)

Regarding parameter selection, based on prior knowl-
edge from experiments and classical simulations, it is
known that the low-energy excitations of SLCO lie within
∼ 0.1 eV per electron [94–96], and accordingly we take
Λ = 0.1 per electron. We set the accuracy ϵHoe = 0.03 eV

per electron, with ϵ
dj
oe, ϵsp, ϵR relating to ϵHoe in the same

way as the Fermi-Hubbard case. For M , we consider op-
erators built from ν−RDMs on a restricted basis of the
72 Cu 3d and O 2p orbitals. The minimal case will be
three observables per orbital, as before. For γ, as we
are not able to estimate the overlap of our initial state
with HΛ rigorously, we report the resource estimates for
γ = 0.5, 0.1, 0.01.

We present the results of the resource estimates in Fig-
ure 7. Like in the case of the Fermi-Hubbard model, we
find that for the smallest problem cases, the COE method
outperforms GOE. However, including and beyond the 1-
RDM, GOE has a significantly lower T-gate count than
COE. Additionally, since the system is more complex,
the required qubit overhead for GOE is not as severe as
in the case of the Fermi-Hubbard model.

CSOE is infeasible for all problem sizes, being nearly
eight orders of magnitude more expensive than either
COE or GOE. The increased cost is near entirely at-
tributable to the (λH/ϵHoe)

2 factor in CSOE as we find
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Figure 7. Resource estimates for constructing a low-energy
Hamiltonian HΛ for an SLCO, an electron-doped cuprate su-
perconductor, with 8 unit cells in the computational cell and
an electron doping fraction of x = 0.125, using the quantum
implementation of Algorithm 4. Logical qubit and T-gate
counts, QL and TL are shown for computing di,FH for a sin-
gle low-energy state with varying number of observables, and
observable estimation techniques.

λH ∼ 2 × 107 and ϵHoe ∼ 0.5. The high accuracy
demand relative to the Hamiltonian norm makes the
non-Heisenberg scaling classical shadows technique pro-
hibitively expensive.

Independent of observable estimation technique, the
resources required for SLCO are nearly 10 orders of mag-
nitude higher than the Fermi-Hubbard model. We briefly
discuss the sources of the increased cost: a) 5 orders of
magnitude from λH , b) 2 orders of magnitude from UH ,
c) three orders of magnitude from accuracy parameters
ϵHoe, δ. The primary overhead is therefore from the block-
encoding, which is highly inefficient due to encoding all
the electrons in the system, whereas we are only comput-
ing properties of the Cu 3d and O 2p orbitals. As such,
we expect significant improvements to these resource esti-
mates with the introduction of pseudopotentials to quan-
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tum algorithms.

Unlike in the Fermi-Hubbard case, we cannot estimate
the resources for a ground state simulation here. Like
the Fermi-Hubbard case, doped SLCO is not insulating,
and as such E1 − E0 → 0 as the system size increases.
However, while we could do finite size extrapolations for
the Fermi-Hubbard case through exact diagonalization
on small cells on classical hardware, this not feasible on
SLCO. Ultimately, ground state preparation algorithms
that require a finite spectral gap are not really useful in
the case of SLCO, but if we were to apply it here the re-
sources required are necessarily more than the resources
for the low-energy state.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a quantum-enhanced DMD proto-
col for building effective Hamiltonians with systemati-
cally improvable accuracy. The efficiency of our pro-
tocol depends on meeting three requirements: whether
the Hamiltonian can be compressed on a low-energy sub-
space, whether an efficient set of descriptors for regress-
ing the effective Hamiltonian on that subspace are avail-
able, and whether it is possible to efficiently and accu-
rately sample those descriptors on that subspace. We
have described a quantum algorithm that satisfies the
third requirement assuming that the first two are met.
Resource estimates for a surface code implementation of
our protocol are daunting, but we hope that continued
improvements to quantum algorithms and architectures
will lead to resource requirements that are more feasible
on future utility-scale fault-tolerant quantum computers.

Though assuming the first two requirements might
seem to be a technical leap of faith, the preponderance of
effective Hamiltonians throughout the physical sciences
suggests that there are many systems that are amenable
to techniques like DMD. Here the success of Landau’s
Fermi liquid theory in describing simple metals is a use-
ful example beyond the more generic Hubbard-like mod-
els that we have discussed so far. The absence of a gap
in such a simple metal suggests that a naive compu-
tational approach to efficiently constructing states that
have significant overlap with its ground state is doomed
to fail. However, the properties of the low-energy excita-
tions close to that ground state are consistent with an ef-
fective free-fermion Hamiltonian description at low tem-
peratures. Thus we expect that DMD, or methods like it,
can be employed to construct an effective Hamiltonian–

even for a problem that seems to be hard from a strictly
computational perspective. One might also expect simi-
lar luck in using it to describe the properties of systems
for which the best low-energy degrees of freedom are far
less obvious, as in the case of the high-Tc problems that
we have considered.
At the same time, we do not discount the great chal-

lenges associated with developing mathematically precise
characterizations of the capabilities of classical and quan-
tum computers using tools like computational complex-
ity theory. It is evident that further work is needed to
understand whether the first two requirements are satis-
fied for Hamiltonians for which quantum utility might be
achieved. This would be greatly facilitated by the devel-
opment of fault-tolerant quantum computers of sufficient
capability to facilitate testing heuristics. In the mean-
time, we hope that some of the open problems will prove
sufficiently interesting to inspire more mathematical de-
velopments.
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[47] T. Hoefler, T. Häner, and M. Troyer, Communications of
the ACM 66, 82 (2023).

[48] Spoiler alert: our method relies on estimating a few
eigenenergies and local observables.

[49] C. L. Cleveland and R. Medina A.,
American Journal of Physics 44, 44
(1976), https://pubs.aip.org/aapt/ajp/article-
pdf/44/1/44/11665043/44 1 online.pdf.

[50] M. Takahashi, Journal of Physics C: Solid State Physics
10, 1289 (1977).

[51] P. Fazekas, Lecture Notes on Electron Correlation and
Magnetism (WORLD SCIENTIFIC, 1999).

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-090921-033948
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-090921-033948
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aag3349
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature22362
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04706-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04706-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.021027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.5.021027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.020324
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.020324
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06096-3
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal5304
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal5304
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphy.2018.00043
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4927664
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4927664
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-pdf/doi/10.1063/1.4927664/15502754/102814_1_online.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-pdf/doi/10.1063/1.4927664/15502754/102814_1_online.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.081118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.115141
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.115141
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.02899
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.047003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.047003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.78.035132
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab85df
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab85df
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41524-020-00490-5
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1748067
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1748067
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.149.491
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.149.491
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2011.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2011.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043259
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043259
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2196410
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.L040601
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539704445226
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539704445226
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539704445226
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.110503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.110503
https://arxiv.org/abs/0808.2117
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032331
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032331
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.040501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.040501
https://doi.org/10.1109/CCC.2014.12
https://doi.org/10.1109/CCC.2014.12
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.020322
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-37587-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-37587-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030305
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2203533119
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2203533119
https://doi.org/10.1119/1.10537
https://doi.org/10.1119/1.10537
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://pubs.aip.org/aapt/ajp/article-pdf/44/1/44/11665043/44_1_online.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://pubs.aip.org/aapt/ajp/article-pdf/44/1/44/11665043/44_1_online.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/10/8/031
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/10/8/031
https://doi.org/10.1142/2945
https://doi.org/10.1142/2945


23

[52] H.-Y. Huang, Y. Tong, D. Fang, and Y. Su, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 130, 200403 (2023).

[53] P. C. Coulson and M. I. Fischer, The Lon-
don, Edinburgh, and Dublin Philosophical Mag-
azine and Journal of Science 40, 386 (1949),
https://doi.org/10.1080/14786444908521726.

[54] D. J. Carrascal, J. Ferrer, J. C. Smith, and K. Burke,
Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter 27, 393001 (2015).

[55] S. D. Baerdemacker, A. Ayati, H. G. A. Burton, X. D.
Vriendt, P. Bultinck, and G. Acke, Spin-constrained
hartree-fock and the generator coordinate method for
the 2-site hubbard model (2023), arXiv:2301.07865 [cond-
mat.str-el].

[56] C. David Sherrill and H. F. Schaefer (Academic Press,
1999) pp. 143–269.

[57] B. G. Levine, A. S. Durden, M. P. Esch, F. Liang,
and Y. Shu, The Journal of Chemical Physics 154,
090902 (2021), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-
pdf/doi/10.1063/5.0042147/15585978/090902 1 online.pdf.

[58] P. Huang and E. A. Carter, Annual Review of Phys-
ical Chemistry 59, 261 (2008), pMID: 18031211,
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.physchem.59.032607.093528.

[59] M. A. Morales-Silva, K. D. Jordan, L. Shulenburger, and
L. K. Wagner, The Journal of Chemical Physics 154,
170401 (2021), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-
pdf/doi/10.1063/5.0053674/13533949/170401 1 online.pdf.

[60] J. Dunning, Thom H., The Journal of Chemical Physics
90, 1007 (1989), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-
pdf/90/2/1007/15358102/1007 1 online.pdf.

[61] Q. Sun, T. C. Berkelbach, N. S. Blunt, G. H. Booth,
S. Guo, Z. Li, J. Liu, J. D. McClain, E. R. Sayfutyarova,
S. Sharma, S. Wouters, and G. K.-L. Chan, WIREs
Computational Molecular Science 8, e1340 (2018),
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/wcms.1340.

[62] Q. Sun, X. Zhang, S. Banerjee, P. Bao, M. Barbry, N. S.
Blunt, N. A. Bogdanov, G. H. Booth, J. Chen, Z.-H.
Cui, J. J. Eriksen, Y. Gao, S. Guo, J. Hermann, M. R.
Hermes, K. Koh, P. Koval, S. Lehtola, Z. Li, J. Liu,
N. Mardirossian, J. D. McClain, M. Motta, B. Mussard,
H. Q. Pham, A. Pulkin, W. Purwanto, P. J. Robinson,
E. Ronca, E. R. Sayfutyarova, M. Scheurer, H. F.
Schurkus, J. E. T. Smith, C. Sun, S.-N. Sun, S. Upad-
hyay, L. K. Wagner, X. Wang, A. White, J. D. Whitfield,
M. J. Williamson, S. Wouters, J. Yang, J. M. Yu, T. Zhu,
T. C. Berkelbach, S. Sharma, A. Y. Sokolov, and G. K.-
L. Chan, The Journal of Chemical Physics 153,
024109 (2020), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/jcp/article-
pdf/doi/10.1063/5.0006074/16722275/024109 1 online.pdf.

[63] C. C. J. Roothaan, Rev. Mod. Phys. 32, 179 (1960).
[64] G. H. Low and I. L. Chuang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118,

010501 (2017).
[65] A. Gilyén, Y. Su, G. H. Low, and N. Wiebe, in Pro-

ceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium
on Theory of Computing , STOC 2019 (Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 2019) p.
193–204.

[66] L. Lin and Y. Tong, Quantum 4, 372 (2020).
[67] A. Gilyén, Y. Su, G. H. Low, and N. Wiebe, in Proceed-

ings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on
Theory of Computing (ACM, 2019).

[68] G. Brassard, P. Høyer, M. Mosca, and A. Tapp, Quantum
amplitude amplification and estimation (2002).

[69] P. Rall, Phys. Rev. A 102, 022408 (2020).
[70] W. J. Huggins, K. Wan, J. McClean, T. E. O’Brien,

N. Wiebe, and R. Babbush, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 240501
(2022).

[71] H.-Y. Huang, R. Kueng, and J. Preskill, Nature Physics
16, 1050 (2020).

[72] A. Zhao, N. C. Rubin, and A. Miyake, Phys. Rev. Lett.
127, 110504 (2021).

[73] G. H. Low, Classical shadows of fermions with particle
number symmetry (2022), arXiv:2208.08964 [quant-ph].

[74] D. G. Beech, M. G. Kendall, and A. Stuart, Applied
Statistics 11, 67 (1962).

[75] C. Frost and S. G. Thompson, Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society Series A: Statistics in Society 163,
173 (2002), https://academic.oup.com/jrsssa/article-
pdf/163/2/173/49761025/jrsssa 163 2 173.pdf.

[76] A. J. Clarke and S. V. Gorder, Journal of Atmospheric
and Oceanic Technology 30, 151 (2013).

[77] D. Litinski, Quantum 3, 128 (2019).
[78] A. G. Fowler and C. Gidney, Low overhead quantum com-

putation using lattice surgery (2019), arXiv:1808.06709
[quant-ph].

[79] P. Niemann, R. Wille, and R. Drechsler, Quantum
Information Processing 19, 10.1007/s11128-020-02816-0
(2020).

[80] P. Selinger, Quantum Information and Computation 15,
159–180 (2015).

[81] R. Acharya, I. Aleiner, R. Allen, T. I. Andersen, M. Ans-
mann, F. Arute, K. Arya, A. Asfaw, J. Atalaya, R. Bab-
bush, D. Bacon, J. C. Bardin, J. Basso, A. Bengtsson,
S. Boixo, G. Bortoli, A. Bourassa, J. Bovaird, L. Brill,
M. Broughton, B. B. Buckley, D. A. Buell, T. Burger,
B. Burkett, N. Bushnell, Y. Chen, Z. Chen, B. Chiaro,
J. Cogan, R. Collins, P. Conner, W. Courtney, A. L.
Crook, B. Curtin, D. M. Debroy, A. Del Toro Barba,
S. Demura, A. Dunsworth, D. Eppens, C. Erickson,
L. Faoro, E. Farhi, R. Fatemi, L. Flores Burgos, E. Fo-
rati, A. G. Fowler, B. Foxen, W. Giang, C. Gidney,
D. Gilboa, M. Giustina, A. Grajales Dau, J. A. Gross,
S. Habegger, M. C. Hamilton, M. P. Harrigan, S. D. Har-
rington, O. Higgott, J. Hilton, M. Hoffmann, S. Hong,
T. Huang, A. Huff, W. J. Huggins, L. B. Ioffe, S. V.
Isakov, J. Iveland, E. Jeffrey, Z. Jiang, C. Jones, P. Juhas,
D. Kafri, K. Kechedzhi, J. Kelly, T. Khattar, M. Khezri,
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Appendix A: Initialization bounds for Fermi-Hubbard model

1. Low-energy states

a. Theory

Our goal is to develop a scheme for generating initial, simple states, which have a large overlap with a given
low-energy subspace, for the hole-doped Fermi-Hubbard model at strong coupling (U/t > 8). We are particularly
interested in the case where the initial state is a product state. For the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian, product states
at any filling can be uniquely identified by m, the double occupancy, and q the other necessary quantum numbers.
As such, the product state has notation |m, q⟩. The task can then be written as

Problem 1. Given an initial product state with double occupancy m, |m, q⟩, and a low-energy space HΛ, we want
to determine a bound on γ = |||PΛ|m, k⟩|| for the doped 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model at strong coupling.

The first step in this process is computing the Schrieffer-Wolff (SW) transform of the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian
in Equation 12 with the coefficients scaled by 1/U to make the perturbation analysis more evident. This section
follows the discussion by Fazekas [51]. We first note that for the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian the two terms Ht and
HU do not commute, so we cannot label eigenstates with the product state double-occupancy m. As such, we will
carry out a SW transform, which is unitary, to map the Hamiltonian into a different basis such that:

H = HU +Ht → H̃ ≡ e−SHeS = H̃U + H̃t. (A1)

Here the tilde operators Õ take the same form as O but in a dressed basis, such that:

H̃U =
∑

i

ñi↑ñi↓, ñiσ = e−Sñiσe
S

H̃t =
t

U

∑

iσ

c̃†iσ c̃jσ + h.c., c̃iσ = e−S c̃iσe
S

(A2)

The objective is to particularly find a choice of S such that [H̃U , H] = 0. As such, we could label the eigenstates of

H with respect to the dressed quantum numbers m̃ of H̃U .
To carry out this task, we will do it order by order in S. Namely, we can expand the similarity transform as:

H = eSH̃e−S = H̃ + [S, H̃] + [S, [S, H̃]] + ... (A3)
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In order for the commutator with H̃U to vanish, we require that H, order by order in S in terms of the coupling
parameter t/U , to have to have no terms that increase or decrease the double occupancy in the dressed basis. The
procedure for doing this is detailed extensively in Fazekas [51] Ch. 5, and we will just quote the final result to order
t/U :

H =
∑

i

ñi↑ñi↓ + H̃t,0 + H̃t,2 +O(t2/U2)

H̃t,0 = − t

U

∑

i,j,σ

(1− ñi,−σ)c̃
†
i,σ c̃j,σ(1− ñj,−σ) + h.c.

H̃t,2 = − t

U

∑

i,j,σ

ni,−σ c̃
†
i,σ c̃j,σñj,−σ + h.c.

(A4)

resulting in a commutation relationship:

[H, H̃U ] = 0 +O(t2/U2). (A5)

We note that H̃t,0 corresponds to processes that mediates hopping between a singly-occupied site and a vacant site,

and H̃t,d a process between a singly-occupied site and a doubly-occupied site: neither change the double occupancy
of the system.

The first order expression of S is:

S = H̃t,d+ − H̃t,d− (A6)

where

H̃t,d+ = − t

U

∑

i,j,σ

ñi,−σ c̃
†
i,σ c̃j,σ(1− ñj,−σ) + h.c.

H̃t,d− = − t

U

∑

i,j,σ

(1− ñi,−σ)c̃
†
i,σ c̃j,σñj,−σ + h.c.

(A7)

These two terms correspond to hopping processes which take two singly-occupied sites to a double occupancy or vice
versa, thereby increasing (d+) and decreasing (d−) the double occupancy in the system.
At this stage, we can label the eigenstates of H to lowest order in t/U in terms of m̃. We will also consider a

slightly different interpretation, namely we will instead consider the operator H(1) defined as:

H(1) =
∑

i

ñi↑ñi↓ + H̃t,0 + H̃t,2, (A8)

which is beneficial to work with since [H(1), H̃U ] = 0 and ||H(1) −H|| = O(t2/U2), and as such H(1) is a lowest order
approximation to H but has eigenstates that can be exactly labeled by m̃. Any results we get to order O(t2/U2) can
be computed using H(1) instead of H.
In particular, if we want to bound the overlap between |m, k⟩ and HΛ to O(t2/U2), we can instead work with

the overlap between |m, k⟩ and H(1)
Λ generated by H(1). We can do this by relating |m, k⟩ to |m̃, k⟩ by the inverse

similarity transform |m, k⟩ = eS |m̃, k⟩ to first order

|m, k⟩ = (1 + (H̃t,d+ − H̃t,d−))|m̃, k⟩+O(t2/U2). (A9)

Note that H̃t,d± generate product states with m̃±1 double occupancy, and that at most O(N) of these product states
can be generated (as they take two singly-occupied sites to two doubly-occupied sites, or vice versa).

As such, if we can guarantee that all product states |ñ, k⟩ for ñ ≤ m̃ have support ||P (1)
Λ |m, k⟩|| lower bounded by

γ(1) over H(1)
Λ , or inversely infidelity ||(I−P (1)

Λ )|m, k⟩|| =
√
1− (γ(1))2 upper bounded by I(1) over H(1)

Λ , the following
holds:

Theorem 13. If one can guarantee an upper bound on the infidelity I(1) between any dressed product states |ñ, k⟩
for ñ ≤ m̃ over H(1)

Λ such that ||(I−P (1)
Λ )|m, k⟩|| < I(1), it is guaranteed that the infidelity I of any undressed product

states |n, k⟩ n ≤ m̃ over HΛ takes the following form:

I − I(1) < O(Nt/U). (A10)
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Proof. We first note that I ≡ ||(I −PΛ)|n, k⟩|| can be computed, to O(t2/U2), using P
(1)
Λ instead of PΛ. Since we are

only interested in an expression accurate to O(t/U): I = ||(I−P (1)
Λ )|n, k⟩||+O(t2/U2). Substituting in the expression

Equation A9, and recalling that only O(N) terms can be generated by application of H̃t,d±, we find:

I = ||(1− P
(1)
Λ )

(
|ñ, k⟩+

∑

k′+∈O(N)

ak′+ |ñ+ 1, k′+⟩+
∑

k′−∈O(N)

ak′i |ñ− 1, k′−⟩
)
||+O(t2/U2), (A11)

where ak′,± are constants which are O(t/U).

We are guaranteed that all states with double occupancy ñ ≤ m̃ for some m̃ have infidelity upper bounded by I(1)

over H(1)
Λ , and additionally that n ≤ m̃. Additionally employing a triangle inequality to the previous expression we

get:

I ≤ ||(I − P
(1)
Λ )

(
|ñ, k⟩+

∑

k′−∈O(N)

ak′i |ñ− 1, k′−⟩
)
||+ ||(I − P

(1)
Λ )

∑

k′+∈O(N)

ak′+ |ñ+ 1, k′+⟩||+O(t2/U2)

< I(1) +O(Nt/U) +O(t2/U2).

(A12)

Before moving on we prove a corollary of Theorem 13 regarding the relationship between the fit constant in front
of the O(Nt/U) term between doped and undoped states.

Corollary 1. Suppose one can guarantee an upper bound on the infidelity I(1) between any N−particle dressed

product states |ñ, k⟩ for ñ ≤ m̃ over H(1)
Λ,N (the N−particle low-energy Hilbert space), and one determines a concrete

bound as in Theorem 13

I − I(1) < CNt/U (A13)

where C ∈ R is a constant for the case of p = 0 doping.
If you can guarantee the same upper bound on the infidelity I(1) between any N −1 particle dressed product states

|ñ, k⟩ for ñ ≤ m̃ for the same m̃ over H(1)
Λ′N−1 for some Λ′, then the constant C applies for the N − 1 particle space

as well.

Proof. Suppose the conditions in Theorem 13 is satisfied for all N particle states with double occupancy ≤ m̃. Suppose
have a product state |n, k⟩N−1, a N − 1 particle state with a single vacancy. We can relate |n, k⟩N−1 to the dressed
N − 1 particle product states as

|n, k⟩N−1 = (1 + (H̃t,d− − H̃t,d+))|ñ, k⟩N−1 +O(t2/U2). (A14)

We now just follow the same proof as in Theorem 13, returning the exact same result.

The next step to answering the problem posited here would then be to determine I(1) for some values of m̃ and Λ.
For this we posit the following theorem: We summarize this is an theorem:

Theorem 14. For the (scaled) Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian with hole-doping fraction Π, a choice of Λ = 3pNt/U
guarantees that I(1) = 0 for all product states with m̃ = 0.

Proof. This can be done by looking at the energy bands of H(1), as these correspond to the eigenstates |m̃, k⟩. We
will first begin discussing the case with no doping, and then include doping afterwards.

Starting with the m̃ = 0 subspace of states, we will find that H̃U = 0 in this subspace. As for H̃t,0 , this corresponds
to hopping processes where a vacancy is next to singly occupied site. In the case where there is no doping, this term
has no effect on the m̃ = 0 subspace, as there are no vacancies. Similarly for H̃t,2, corresponding to hopping processes
where a double occupancy is next to a singly occupied site, there are no such states in the subspace. Thereby, we see
that to O(t/U) the energy bands of the m̃ = 0 subspace is flat.

For the m̃ = 1 subspace, the operator H̃U = 1. For H̃t,0, we now have a single vacancy which can now hop around,

and similarly H̃t,2, a single double-occupancy can hop around. The difficulty is that at order t/U the vacancy and
double-occupancy cannot hop through each other, as there is no two-electron hopping process. However, we can bound
the width of this band by noting that if we considered an artificial hopping Hamiltonian that did allow them to hop
through each other, this Hamiltonian would yield a larger spread of energies. This Hamiltonian also corresponds to
two non-interacting bosons hopping with energy −t, and yields states with total energies in the range [−6t, 6t] for the
2×N/2 geometry in consideration in this work.
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Figure 8. Figure demonstrating Theorem 13 for a half-filled 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model. Explicitly calculated infidelities of
product states on HΛ, Λ = 0 (lower Fermi-Hubbard band) with U = 24, 16, 8 and for system sizes N = 2 to 8 are shown. Full
panels show both the product states with n ≤ m̃ = 0 and n > m̃ = 0, with a linear curve fit to the upper edge of the prior.
The coefficients for the regression with respect to N are posted above the inset figures, with format (intercept, slope).

One can easily generalize this analysis to find that the eigenvalues of H(1) are guaranteed to be in the following
ranges:

E
(1)
m̃,k ∈ [m̃− 6m̃

t

U
, Um̃+ 6m̃

t

U
] +O(

t2

U2
). (A15)

If one includes doping, the story is identical with a small adjustment: instead of having just m̃ double-occupancies
and m̃ vacancies, you have an additional pN vacancies. Again using the trick of overestimating the eigenvalue ranges,
we will find that

E
(1)
m̃,k ∈ [m̃− 3(2m̃+ pN)

t

U
, m̃+ 3(2m̃+ pN)m̃

t

U
] +O(

t2

U2
). (A16)

Thereby, if we select for example Λ = 3pNt/U , all m̃ = 0 eigenstates will be contained within HΛ, ensuring that
I(1) = 0 for all m̃ = 0 states.

We can now answer Problem 5 as posited above, once again as a theorem.

Theorem 15. For the Fermi-Hubbard model with N sites and p > 0 hole-doping fraction, by selecting Λ = 3pNt we
can guarantee that for all product states |m, k⟩ with double occupancy m = 0 will have an infidelity with respect to
HΛ upper bounded by

I ≡
√
1− γ2 < CNt/U +O(t2/U2) (A17)

where C ∈ R is a constant.

b. Numerical estimates

Our final step is then to determine the prefactor C for our problem so that we can determine what the infidelity I
should be for the undressed product states. We do this via numerical simulation and regression. Recalling Corollary 1
in conjuction with Theorem 14, by taking Λ = 3pNt/U , we can use the fit constants C from the p = 0 calculations to
get information about the p > 0 system.

In Figure 8, we demonstrate results for simulation on a 2-D, half-filled (p = 0) Fermi-Hubbard model as a function
of the system size, N . We carry out exact diagonalization of the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian for various system sizes,
and compute the support of product states with m̃ = 0, which has linearly decreasing support with HΛ, and m̃ > 0,
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Figure 9. Figure demonstrating Corollary 1, with computed infidelities for N = 8, U/t = 8, 1-D Fermi-Hubbard model for
various dopings. A value of Λ = 3pNt was used. The demonstration illustrates that including doping reduces the infidelity
over HΛ, meaning that the bound from Theorem 13 can be used to extrapolate doped infidelities as well.

which has exponentially decreasing support with HΛ, as proven in Theorem 13. We fit the linear increase in infidelity,
and use it extrapolate what the infidelity should be for larger N .

Before presenting the extrapolation, we also present results on the bound comparison between doped and undoped
infidelities, in Figure 9. Here we show the infidelity on HΛ for the m̃ = 0 states as a function of doping, and we see
that with doping the infidelity of the states is lower than without doping. This confirms Corollary 1.

Finally, in Figure 10 we present the extrapolated results using the simulation data in Figure 8 and Theorem 13.
We present the case U/t = 12, p = 0, for different system sizes. Linear extrapolation is used for the infidelities and
then converted to Niter for state preparation via the equality:

Niter = ⌈1
2
(

π

arcsin
√
1− I2

− 1)⌉ (A18)

We find that for system sizes up to N ≤ 22, we can carry out state preparation using only 1 iteration of amplitude
amplification for the choice of Λ above, and only requiring two iterations for N = 24.

2. Ground state

For our ground state resource estimates, we require an estimate for δ, γ for N = 22. We accomplish this, again, by
exact diagonalization of a 2×N/2 Fermi-Hubbard model for small N and extrapolation using theoretical arguments
to large N . We begin with the Neel product state, the state which has largest overlap with the true ground state. The
extrapolation form for γ is taken to be exponentially vanishing in N , as is generally expected for the ground state of
interacting systems. The extrapolation form for δ is taken to be 1/N , as is generally expected for a finite-size gap to
vanish at least as fast as 1/N as N → ∞.
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Figure 10. Number of iterations required for state preparation on a U/t = 12 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model. Niter is computed
by extrapolating simulated infidelities seen in Figure 8, and then computing the number of iterations from the extrapolated
infidelity. Note that by Theorem 14, this is an upper bound for the number of iterations required for the doped case as well.
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Figure 11. Computed γ for a ground state approximation problem and spectral gap for the 2-D Fermi-Hubbard model, shown
in dots. The initial ground state is taken to be the Neel spin state, namely the product state with largest overlap with the true
ground state. γ follows an exponentially decreasing trend and the spectral gap vanishes at least as fast as 1/N . The dotted
lines correspond to extrapolation fits on the data, and are used to determine bounds on γ, δ for N = 22.

The results of our simulations are shown in Figure 11. It is clear that the two extrapolation forms apply for γ
and δ respectively. After taking the fit forms for U/t = 12, we can extrapolate to N = 22, the value required in the
manuscript, to find γ = 0.093 and δ = 0.12/λH .
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Appendix B: Physical Implementation

This section provides a very brief overview of the approaches in [92] and [77], as well as the search algorithm used
to find efficient asymmetric code distances for the magic state factories reported.

1. Layouts

The largest layout, “Fast,” exposes both the logical X and Z operator to an auxilliary region that makes contact
with all the logical data qubits. It is therefore able to route entanglement without any intermediate rotation of the
code patches needed to access either, or perhaps both, logical operators at the same time. The smallest layout,
“Compact’,’ strives to minimize the size of the routing region, but at the expense of requiring surface patch rotations
(and therefore more time) to align the appropriate logical X or Z operator with the auxillary routing patch. The
“Intermediate” layout provides a mixture of the performances of the prior two approaches. As noted in [77], the fast
layout has the best total space-time cost (i.e., the extra physical qubits used trade out for far faster state consumption).

2. Magic state distillation

In [92], it was recognized that it is wasteful to protect all qubits from X and Z errors at the same level. In particular,
some errors are far more harmful to the overall production of magic states than others. For example, many Z errors
are detected by the final projection step of the 15-to-1 protocol. While reducing the length of the Z logical operator
will cause these failures to occur more frequently, the overall spacetime cost of the process may be reduced. Similar
logic is applied to argue that level two distillation (i.e., where the input T states are the output of a prior round of
magic distillation) ought to be protected to a greater degree than the level one distillation qubits. In all, [92] identifies
three parameters: dx, a symmetric level of protection for the logical qubit containing the output T state as well as
the X code distance for all other qubits; dz, the Z code distance for all other qubits; and dm, the number of rounds
of error correction used for each logical clock cycle.

3. Parameter search

Finding the ideal values for these parameters is, however, a nontrivial task. In principle, a global search over all
dx, dz, dm, (and higher-level parameters, in the mutli-stage case), should be performed, returning the values that
minimize the total space-time cost (or perhaps footprint, if that is the objective), constrained by the requirement of
sufficiently high output state fidelity. Unfortunately, conventional constrained integer optimization approaches would
require encoding the result of a density matrix simulation of the T state factory into a constraint parameter. This may
be cumbersome or impossible, depending on the specific integer optimization approach used. Instead, we implement
a heuristic direct search which finds locally optimal integer parameters. The approach is naive, but effective:

1. Start with an initial guess. Check whether the constraint is satisfied or not.

2. Double all integer terms of the guess until the constraint is satisfied. Alternatively, halve the terms, rounding
down, until the constraint is not satisfied.

3. Bisect by repeating the above until a fixed factor of the initial guess cannot be decreased without failing to
satisfy the fidelity constraint.

4. Fixing all but one integer parameter, repeat the above process. This finds locally optimal values for each
parameter.

This is the approach used to generate the surface code patch shapes used to determine the estimates in Table II.
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