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Abstract—As an alternative to quantum error correction,
quantum error mitigation methods, including Zero-Noise Extrap-
olation (ZNE), have been proposed to alleviate run-time errors
in current noisy quantum devices. In this work, we propose a
modified version of ZNE that provides for a significant perfor-
mance enhancement on current noisy devices. Our modified ZNE
method extrapolates to zero-noise data by evaluating groups
of noisy data obtained from noise-scaled circuits and selecting
extrapolation functions for each group with the assistance of
estimated noisy simulation results. To quantify enhancement in
a real-world quantum application, we embed our modified ZNE
in Quantum Random Access Memory (QRAM) - a memory
system important for future quantum networks and computers.
Our new ZNE-enhanced QRAM designs are experimentally
implemented on a 27-qubit noisy superconducting quantum
device, the results of which demonstrate QRAM fidelity can be
improved significantly relative to traditional ZNE usage. Our
results demonstrate the critical role the extrapolation function
plays in ZNE - judicious choice of that function on a per-
measurement basis can make the difference between a quantum
application being functional or non-functional.

Index Terms—Quantum Error Mitigation, Zero-Noise Extrap-
olation, IBM Quantum, Quantum Random Access Memory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Current quantum devices are widely regarded as Noisy
Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices - quantum-
enabled systems that do not have low enough intrinsic errors to
implement quantum error correction [1]. To reach a quantum
advantage using current NISQ devices, growing attention is
being focused on quantum error mitigation methods, schemes
that attempt to reduce the presence of intrinsic device er-
rors [2], [3]. In general, quantum error mitigation generates
a number of ancillary quantum circuits and applies classical
post-processing to the measurement outcomes of the circuits
in an attempt to deduce zero-noise results. Such mitigation
is known to be partially effective in reducing intrinsic errors
within many current NISQ devices, especially when the intrin-
sic errors mainly consist of quantum gate errors, measurement
errors, decoherence errors, and/or cross-talk errors [4], [5].

The most common methods discussed for quantum error
mitigation include Zero-Noise Extrapolation (ZNE), Proba-
bilistic Error Cancellation (PEC), Clifford Data Regression
(CDR), and Measurement Error Mitigation (MEM) [6]–[9].
In ZNE, the zero-noise expectation value of an operator is
extrapolated from artificially noise-scaled circuits [6], [10],
[11]. In PEC, a target (ideal) circuit is approximated by
averaging over distinct noisy circuits which consist of noisy,

but implementable, quantum gates. The expectation values of
the operator for the noisy circuits are combined to approximate
the zero-noise expectation value for the target circuit [7], [12].
CDR executes a group of near-Clifford circuits on a simulator
and a quantum device, where the near-Clifford circuits are
quantum circuits (collectively similar to the target circuit)
composed largely of Clifford gates (gates that map Pauli op-
erators to Pauli operators). It then utilizes linear regression or
machine-learning methods to infer the zero-noise expectation
value for the target circuit via the expectation values obtained
from the near-Clifford circuits [2], [13]. MEM aims to re-
duce measurement errors by generating a calibration matrix,
whose inverse is utilized to compensate for the measurement
errors [14].

In this work, we introduce variants of ZNE, which, rather
than focusing on extrapolation to zero-noise limits of ex-
pectation values, consider extrapolation of the probabilities
of eigenvalue outcomes - the eigenvalues being those used
to construct expectation values. From various extrapolations
of these probabilities to the zero-noise limit, an estimated
probability is then selected (calculated). A second difference,
relative to standard ZNE, is that our ZNE variants are designed
with a performance metric of an application in mind, rather
than a focus on expectation values. As we shall see, by con-
sidering both these differences simultaneously, much improved
performance on current ZNE algorithms can be delivered.

We will consider the implementation of our algorithms on
a current NISQ device - a superconducting quantum device
manufactured by IBM [15]. This device is manipulated via
IBM’s open-source software development kit—the Quantum
Information Science toolKit (Qiskit) [16]. Via Qiskit, we
operate a simulator, ibmq qasm simulator, and a 27-qubit
quantum device, ibm cairo.

Further, in order to investigate the performance of our
algorithms we will apply them to a specific application,
namely, Quantum Random Access Memory (QRAM) - a
system for storing both classical and quantum information in
an array of memory cells [17]–[19]. QRAM can be considered
a quantum version of classical RAM, with the added ability
to query multiple addresses simultaneously. QRAM can also
provide the fundamental architecture for realizing quantum
oracles [20]–[22]. We couple our modified algorithms with
tomography circuits to examine the output state of QRAM
implemented on the device and investigate the fidelity of the
output state compared to the ideal QRAM output state. One
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Fig. 1. (a), (b) Schematic of ZNE shows how it calculates the zero-noise probabilities. The square dots between subfigures represent the intervening
probabilities P2 to P2n−1. (c) Schematic of ZNE that calculates the zero-noise expectation value. Note that in traditional ZNE, only one extrapolation
function is selected to extrapolate the zero-noise probabilities or the zero-noise expectation value.

can envisage deployment scenarios where such checks are
carried out on some test fraction of a state ensemble. Our
algorithms apply mitigation to all aspects of this fidelity check.

The two main contributions of this work are summarized as
follows. (i) We propose a modified version of ZNE, henceforth
referred to as selected-ZNE (sZNE). We consider two different
methods, within sZNE, of selecting the preferred extrapolation
function, one based on some noisy estimate of the noiseless
limit (from an independent method), and one independent of
such a noisy estimate. The former method allows integration
of sZNE with third-party algorithms, and the latter method
provides a stand-alone solution. Both methods are detailed
in Section III. (ii) We then embed ZNE and sZNE into a
quantum device and experimentally deploy both algorithms
in the context of QRAM (with quantum state tomography) in
order to show their relative real-world performance (fidelity).
This is detailed in Section IV.

We commence our study with some required background
material.

II. BACKGROUND

Before proceeding let us clarify some of the metrics and
variables we will use in our analysis. Suppose that O is an
operator with expectation value ⟨O⟩ and discrete eigenvalues
{ax, x = 1, 2, · · · , 2n}, each associated with one of the 2n

eigenvectors. Here, n is the number of some qubits (repre-
sented by a state |ψ⟩) to be measured by the operator O. In
the operational perspective, Ctot copies of |ψ⟩ are prepared,
and each copy is measured by O. The number of times that
ax is obtained as the result of the measurement is denoted as
Cx ∈ [0, Ctot]. The frequency of obtaining ax from a limited
number of trials is defined as Fx = Cx/Ctot. The probability
of obtaining ax with zero finite sampling error is obviously
Px = limCtot→∞ (Cx/Ctot). Therefore, the expectation value
of O with respect to the state |ψ⟩ can be expressed as

⟨O⟩ = lim
Ctot→∞

2n∑
x=1

Cx

Ctot
ax =

2n∑
x=1

Pxax. (1)

Henceforth, we assume Px = Fx.

A. ZNE

ZNE is a quantum error mitigation method that involves run-
ning additional quantum circuits and classical post-processing
of experimental data. The main idea of ZNE is to extrapolate
the zero-noise expectation value of an operator from noise-
scaled circuits at different noise levels [23]. ZNE can be
divided into analog and digital ZNE based on the noise-scaling
method adopted. Analog ZNE scales the noise by extending
the microwave pulse duration (used to execute a gate), while
digital ZNE scales the noise via the insertion of additional
quantum gates. In this work, we consider only digital ZNE.

In digital ZNE, global and local folding are the two main
methods utilized for generating noise-scaled circuits. Global
folding replaces a unitary circuit U with U → U

(
U†U

)ξ
,

where ξ is a positive integer. As U†U = I , this folding
operation amplifies the noise of noisy quantum devices without
adding any logical effects (see [24] for additional noise con-
tributions associated with this concept). Local folding folds
a subset of gates in U , where the gates in the subset are
selected randomly, and each gate in the subset is folded with
the same logic as global folding. Suppose that noise-scaling
factors λ = [λ1, λ2, · · · , λj , · · · , λJ ] represent the amplifica-
tion of the noise in the noise-scaled circuits. Specifically, λj
represents the ratio of the unitary gates in the jth noise-scaled
circuit to the number of the unitary gates in U . The values
of λ are real numbers in ascending sequence with (typically)
λ1 = 1, and there are J noise-scaled circuits in total.

Suppose that the measurement of O is applied to n qubits
of the generated noise-scaled circuits. After the execution
of the noise-scaled circuits on the quantum device, the
measurement results of these circuits are collected. The
measurement results of the noise-scaled circuit are proba-
bilities Pλ

s = [Pλ1
s , · · · ,Pλj

s , · · · ,PλJ
s ], where Pλj

s =

[P
λj

1 , · · · , Pλj
x , · · · , Pλj

2n ]. Note that Pλ
s can also be rep-

resented as Pλ
s = [Pλ

1 , · · · ,Pλ
x , · · · ,Pλ

2n ], where Pλ
x =

[Pλ1
x , · · · , PλJ

x ]. We separately define the zero-noise prob-
abilities Pλ0

s = [Pλ0
1 , · · · , Pλ0

x , · · · , Pλ0
2n ], where λ0 = 0.

For clear denotation, suppose that Λ ∈ {λ0, λ1, · · · , λJ}.



The process of finding Pλ0
s via extrapolation is illustrated

in Fig. 1a and Fig. 1b. Note that in the entire process of ZNE,
only one extrapolation can be considered. The least square
method is typically utilized to find the best-fit parameters of
a chosen extrapolation function.

Originally, ZNE was proposed with Richardson extrapo-
lation [6], and this remains a commonly used extrapolation
function in ongoing studies of ZNE [7], [13], [25]. Beyond
Richardson extrapolation, other functions can be used, in-
cluding linear, polynomial, poly-exponential, and exponential
extrapolation [11]. Given an extrapolation function, there are
two approaches to extrapolate the zero-noise expectation value
⟨O⟩λ0 using Pλ

s . One approach is applying the extrapolation
function to noisy expectation values, denoted as ⟨O⟩λ =
[⟨O⟩λ1 , · · · , ⟨O⟩λj , · · · , ⟨O⟩λJ ], as shown in Fig. 1c. Note
that ⟨O⟩λj is calculated from Pλj

s using Eq. (1). Another
approach involves applying the extrapolation function to Pλ

x to
obtain Pλ0

x , and then calculating ⟨O⟩λ0 using Pλ0
s via Eq. (1).

Both approaches yield the same value for ⟨O⟩λ0 since the same
extrapolation function is utilized.

From the working process of ZNE, it is evident that multiple
assumptions must hold true for ZNE to provide an effective
error-mitigated result. In digital ZNE, a critical assumption
is that the noise in a quantum device can be amplified by
folding unitary gates in U , implying that the noise is assumed
to be incoherent errors [11]. Incoherent errors are associated
with independent gate errors and decoherence. The execution
time of the noise-scaled circuit increases with its circuit
depth, resulting in greater decoherence. Other types of errors,
such as coherent errors and measurement errors, may not be
amplified by global and unitary folding. Coherent errors might
be canceled by adding the inverse of a unitary gate. Other
methods, including randomized compiling and twirling [26],
[27], can be considered for mitigating coherent errors. We note
measurement errors are unrelated to the circuit depth.

In ZNE, the circuit depth of the noise-scaled circuit is
independent of the number of qubits in U . In digital ZNE with
global folding, the circuit depth of the noise-scaled circuit in-
creases linearly with the number of gates in U . In digital ZNE
with local folding, the circuit depth of the noise-scaled circuit
is determined by its noise-scaling factor, λj . In ZNE, the best
choice of the extrapolation function with its best-fit parameters
is unknown a priori. The accuracy of the extrapolated values
depends on the quantity and accuracy of the input data injected
into the extrapolation function. Generally, having more noise-
scaled circuits with a wider range of circuit depths can improve
the accuracy of extrapolation. This is because a greater amount
of the input data across a broader range allows for better
identification of curve-fitting patterns and trends, leading to
higher accuracy in selecting the extrapolation function and
its parameters. Beyond quantity, the accuracy of the input
data in demonstrating the amplification of the noise is also
crucial. Moreover, extrapolation can be unreliable when the
input data have critical fluctuations and/or the chosen function
is a high-order polynomial extrapolation function [28]. These

Fig. 2. Bucket brigade scheme for a QRAM with eight memory cells. The
binary tree nodes are initialized to the |·⟩ state, which is a waiting state. The
queried address qubits |011⟩ are read by the tree nodes sequentially, and the
nodes that receive the address qubits will be activated and changed to the
received qubits. The activated tree nodes generate a route to the memory cell
D011.

problems limit the power of ZNE and lead to the fact that
⟨O⟩λ0 extrapolated via ZNE can be inaccurate at times [13].

B. Bucket Brigade QRAM

We consider a tomography application that includes QRAM
to benchmark and study the performance of ZNE implemented
on the quantum device. The critical advantage of QRAM is
that multiple classical and/or quantum data stored in memory
cells can be queried in superposition. A QRAM query can be
expressed as

N−1∑
d=0

αd|d⟩|0⟩
QRAM−−−−→ |Φ⟩f =

N−1∑
d=0

αd|d⟩|Dd⟩, (2)

where N is the number of the memory cells, αd is the
amplitude of each address |d⟩ in the superposition, and |Dd⟩
represents the data stored in the memory cell addressed |d⟩.
One of the most robust designs for QRAM is the bucket
brigade scheme, which requires a binary tree for querying
addresses [18]. A bucket brigade QRAM scheme with eight
memory cells is schematically depicted in Fig. 2. In this
QRAM, the binary tree has seven tree nodes, each of which
makes a binary decision. Each binary tree node is a three-
level system (a qutrit) with states |·⟩, |0⟩, and |1⟩, where the
|·⟩ state is called the waiting state. In this three-level system,
each tree node is initialized to the waiting state. The queried
address qubits are injected into the tree nodes from the root
node, and the tree nodes read the address qubits sequentially
to generate routes to the queried memory cells. If the tree node
receives the |0⟩ state (the |1⟩ state), this node activates the left
(right) child, which can be either one of the next-level tree
nodes or one of the memory cells. If the queried address is
|011⟩, the root node reads the first address qubit, which is in
the state |0⟩. Then, the chosen second and third-level nodes
read the rest of the two qubits sequentially. After this reading
process, the data stored in the memory cell, labeled as D011,
is accessed.

Based on this QRAM scheme, we construct a bucket-
brigade style QRAM circuit (with quantum state tomography



Fig. 3. Quantum circuit of a bucket-brigade style QRAM with quantum state
tomography. The four purple gates indicate state preparations of four random
quantum states, namely, |η1⟩, |η2⟩, |η3⟩, and |η4⟩. The H represents the
Hadamard gate, and the X is the NOT gate. The two-qubit gates in blue
stand for CX gates. The three-qubit gates in orange and green are CCX
and controlled-swap gates, respectively. The four gray boxes with the dashed
line indicate that quantum state tomography is applied to these four qubits.

added), as illustrated in Fig. 3. The entire circuit includes
20 qubits initialized to the |0⟩ state, including three address
qubits, eight tree-node qubits, eight memory qubits, and one
output qubit. The first three qubits (read from the top) are
the address qubits that contain the addresses intended to be
queried. Each address qubit is prepared to the state |+⟩ =
(|0⟩+ |1⟩) /

√
2 via a Hadamard gate, indicating the queried

addresses are |000⟩, |001⟩, · · · , and |111⟩, i.e.,
∑N−1

d=0 αd|d⟩ =
(|000⟩+ · · ·+ |111⟩) /2

√
2. The next eight qubits are the tree-

node qubits, where the second tree-node qubit is prepared to
the |1⟩ state, and the rest to the |0⟩ state. Since qutrits cannot
be implemented on the IBM quantum device, we utilize eight
qubits instead of seven qutrits to act as the seven tree nodes (of
Fig. 2). The next eight qubits of Fig. 3 represent the memory
cells (corresponding to the memory cells D000 to D111 of
Fig. 2), each containing a quantum state or a classical state.
The last qubit is an output qubit containing all of the queried
data after the QRAM query.

Typically, once the output qubit acquires all of the queried
data, the states of the binary tree nodes will be reversed to
their initial state. This step can be done by implementing
the Controlled-NOT (CX) and Controlled-Controlled-NOT
(CCX) gates in the QRAM circuit in reverse order, or by
re-setting each tree node to the |0⟩ state and implementing
the X gate to the second tree-node qubit. For simplicity, we
ignore this simple step in the QRAM circuit. To benchmark the
performance of the QRAM, we apply quantum state tomogra-
phy to the four “tomography qubits” - the three address qubits
and the output qubit - to reconstruct |Φ⟩f . The quantum state
tomography is represented by the gray boxes in Fig. 3, and the
details on the state tomography implementation are provided
in Appendix A. In our experiments, this QRAM tomography
application is employed with ZNE or sZNE embedded into it.

III. SELECTED-ZNE (SZNE)

To benchmark the performance of ZNE embedded into the
bucket brigade QRAM, we select the entanglement fidelity F ,
as our main performance metric, where F is given by

F =

(
Tr
√√

ρ ρ′
√
ρ

)2

. (3)

Note that ρ = |Φ⟩f ⟨Φ| is the noiseless density matrix, and
ρ′ is the density matrix that is reconstructed by quantum state
tomography. In our experiments, U is the QRAM circuit which
excludes the quantum state tomography. For the execution
of the state tomography (see Appendix A), 81 tomography
circuits with distinct measurement operators are generated.
These measurement operators are {Og}81g=1 = {O1 = X ⊗
X⊗X⊗X,O2 = X⊗X⊗X⊗Y, · · · , O81 = Z⊗Z⊗Z⊗Z},
and each Og has 16 eigenvectors (i.e., 16 Px) as four
qubits are measured. Transpilation is necessary to execute the
tomography circuits on the quantum device (see details in
Section III). The 81 tomography circuits are then transformed
to 81 transpiled tomography circuits (U1 to U81).

In contrast to ZNE, which applies a chosen extrapolation
function to noisy expectation values, the modified version
we introduce here, sZNE, considers multiple extrapolation
functions to obtain zero-noise probabilities of a measurement
producing a specific eigenvalue, ax, of a quantum operator
possessing 2n eigenvectors. The main steps of sZNE are as
follows.
(i) Generate J noise-scaled circuits with λ, based on U1 (for
example) using global or local folding.
(ii) Execute the J noise-scaled circuits on the quantum device
and collect their measurement results, which are Pλ

s .
(iii) Choose an extrapolation function for each Pλ

x and per-
form the extrapolation accordingly, as shown in Fig. 1a and
Fig. 1b. Note that the extrapolation function selected for Pλ

1

and Pλ
2 (for example) can be different.

(iv) From the different extrapolated probabilities, determine a
final zero-noise probability for each eigenvector.
(v) Using the calculated zero-noise probabilities, Pλ0

s , com-
pute a performance metric of choice suited to the application
under study.

As already indicated, for step (v) our application will be
QRAM and our metric will be fidelity (other applications
and metrics could also be studied). In principle, an infinite
number of extrapolation functions can be used, but in practice,
only a limited number can be accessed. In our experiments,
we attempt Richardson extrapolation, linear extrapolation, and
polynomial extrapolation with orders two and three. Richard-
son extrapolation is a special case of polynomial extrapolation
with order J − 1 [11].

The fundamental idea of sZNE involves exploring various
extrapolation functions for each Pλ

x , with different functions
selected to calculate them. In contrast, ZNE exclusively em-
ploys the same extrapolation function for each Pλ

x . However,
using the same extrapolation function may result in the intro-
duction of additional errors. Addressing this limitation of ZNE



is the main aim of the proposed sZNE. Since the expectation
value is computed based on Px, as shown in Eq. (1), it is
intuitive that minimizing errors in each Px should improve any
performance metric of an application that involves the use of
these probabilities. Defining that the error between Pλ0

x and
noiseless simulation results P sim

x as ex =
∣∣Pλ0

x − P sim
x

∣∣, we
seek to understand how application performance metrics scale
with ex.

The remaining task is to identify the method utilized to
determine the zero-noise probabilities in step (iv). There are
many possibilities for this. Here, we focus on two differ-
ent methods: the first method involves selecting each zero-
noise probability based on a noisy estimate of the noiseless
probability (termed the noisy estimator algorithm), and the
second method uses a filter function to eliminate over-fitted
solutions and calculate the zero-noise probabilities based on
the solutions that pass the filter (termed the filter function
algorithm). We describe these two methods in more detail.

1) Noisy estimator algorithm: Consider the availability of
a noisy estimate, denoted as P est

g,x , of the noiseless probability
associated with measurement operator Og and eigenvalue ax.
This estimate could arise from several means, sources and
techniques unrelated to ZNE - for our purpose it does not mat-
ter. We simply assume its availability and adopt no knowledge
of its reliability (error). This represents a generic method of
encapsulating a solution from a technique independent of ZNE
into a new solution partially based on ZNE. For each Og , we
propose to select the zero-noise extrapolated probability for
each Px as given by

P sZNE
g,x = argmin

P∈L

∣∣P − P est
g,x

∣∣ , (4)

where P sZNE
g,x is the extrapolated probability with

the selected extrapolation function, and L =
{Pλ1

g,x, P
λ0,f1
g,x , Pλ0,f2

g,x , Pλ0,f3
g,x , Pλ0,f4

g,x }, where f1 to f4
indicate linear, polynomial extrapolation of orders 2 and 3,
and Richardson extrapolation functions, respectively. Note
that for each Og , the values in the set {Pλ0,f1

g,x }16x=1 are
normalized (the same applies to other sets with different
extrapolation functions), and the values in the set {P sZNE

g,x }16x=1

are normalized again before reconstructing ρ′. We further
refer to the method with the case where L excludes Pλ1

g,x

as sZNE′ to distinguish it from sZNE. Various solutions,
including Clifford simulators and the CDR method, can
be considered to determine P est

x , as discussed in detail
in Appendix B. However, for simplicity, we generate this
estimate by introducing Gaussian noise with variance σ2 to
the noiseless simulation results, P sim

g,x . That is,

P est
g,x = P sim

g,x + ϵ, (5)

where ϵ is a random variable given by a zero-mean Gaussian
distribution, i.e., ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2).

2) Filter function algorithm: For each Px in every Og , we
obtain the set Tg,x = {Pλ0,f1

g,x , Pλ0,f2
g,x , Pλ0,f3

g,x , Pλ0,f4
g,x }. There

are a total of 81 × 16 Tg,x, and the values in each Tg,x
are passed through a filter function. The filter function has

TABLE I
DETAILED INFORMATION OF THE MEMORY DATA

Quantum State α β

|η1⟩ 0.82 + 0.26i 0.43− 0.28i

|η2⟩ −0.62 + 0.51i −0.15− 0.57i

|η3⟩ 0.25 + 0.74i 0.31 + 0.54i

|η4⟩ 0.44 + 0.56i −0.59− 0.38i

following requirements: (i) We delete any elements (extrap-
olated probabilities) in Tg,x that are smaller than zero since
probabilities cannot be negative. (ii) If Pλ1

g,x ≥ PλJ
g,x, then we

delete the elements in Tg,x that are smaller than Pλ1
x . (iii) If

Pλ1
g,x < PλJ

g,x, then we delete the elements in Tg,x that are
larger than Pλ1

g,x. After the filtering, we store the remaining
extrapolated probabilities in the set T ′

g,x. Finally, we calculate
the zero-noise extrapolated probabilities following

P filter
g,x = (maxL′ +minL′) /2. (6)

Note that the value of P filter
g,x is obtained by averaging the

maximum and minimum values in the set L′, where L′ =
{Pλ1

g,x, T
′
g,x}. After obtaining P filter

g,x for each x, the values in
the set {P filter

g,x }16x=1 are normalized. Finally, we use the 81×16
normalized zero-noise extrapolated probabilities to reconstruct
ρ′ and then calculate F (see Appendix A).

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We embed ZNE and sZNE into the tomography applica-
tion containing QRAM to investigate their performance when
implemented on ibm cairo. Transpilation is necessary for
executing any quantum circuit on this device. This process
converts quantum gates to basis quantum gates, enabling them
to be executed physically and directly on the device. The basis
gates are CX , I , X ,

√
X , and RZ gates, where the RZ gate

rotates a single-qubit about the Z-axis with a phase factor.
Therefore, the 81 tomography circuits need to be transpiled
to the transpiled tomography circuits first. In our experi-
ments, λ = [1, 1.4, 1.7, 2.1, 2.5] and we fold gates locally
at random to generate the noise-scaled circuits, where each
transpiled tomography circuit is converted to five transpiled
noise-scaled tomography circuits. The transpilation process is
realized via Qiskit, and Mitiq [29] is utilized to generate the
noise-scaled circuits and to implement extrapolation functions.
Each transpiled noise-scaled tomography circuit is executed
Ctot = 10, 000 times on the quantum device.

Note, the eight qubits corresponding to the memory cells
D000 to D111 of Fig. 2, must be initialized. In the results
shown here we have adopted a memory allocation given by
|η1⟩, |1⟩, |0⟩, |η2⟩, |η3⟩, |0⟩, |η4⟩, and |1⟩ (as shown in Fig. 3),
where |η1⟩ to |η4⟩ are four random quantum states. Each one
of these four quantum states can be represented by α|0⟩+β|1⟩:
the selected α and β of the four quantum states stored in the
memory cells are given in Table. I.



Fig. 4. F of the QRAM with eight memory cells with or without quantum
error mitigation obtained from ibmq cairo. The sZNE′ and sZNE results are
calculated with ϵ = 0 and in effect only show the importance of selecting
the correct extrapolation function - in reality, the performance shown cannot
be achieved since ϵ is always non-zero. Note that the horizontal dashed line
indicates the unmitigated F for reference.

Fig. 5. F of the QRAM with eight memory cells as a function of the
standard deviation, σ, of the Gaussian noise for sZNE′ and sZNE. These
results represent a more realistic scenario with ϵ ̸= 0. The dashed line shows
the unmitigated results.

1) Noisy estimator results: We consider the results from the
noisy estimator algorithm. We first consider the ϵ = 0 case in
sZNE. Clearly, this case holds no value for mitigation (if we
knew the zero-noise probability exactly, there is no need for
mitigation). However, we use it here merely to evaluate the
significance of employing proper extrapolation functions to
the noisy probabilities. The fidelity results of the tomography
application that includes the QRAM with eight memory cells
are illustrated in Fig. 4, and we see that sZNE′ and sZNE
provide for enhancement in F , it being increased from 0.4
to 0.79 and 0.85, respectively. The fidelity result of sZNE
indicates the optimal performance of the QRAM tomography
application that ZNE can achieve if a proper extrapolation
function is applied to each Px.

We next conduct sZNE′ and sZNE with P est
g,x , which is

TABLE II
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS OF THE FILTER FUNCTION ALGORITHM

Fidelity {⟨Og⟩}81g=1 Performance

Filter Function Algorithm 0.48 19%

generated by introducing the Gaussian noise to the noiseless
simulation results. This represent a more real-world scenario
in which an independent estimate of the noiseless probability
value is made available. We wish to explore what constraints
must be imposed on the noisy estimation in order for our
mitigation method to offer advantages in QRAM fidelity. The
results are shown in Fig. 5, where each circle represents a
fidelity result averaged from 1, 000 repetitions. We see that
sZNE provides improved fidelity results if σ is smaller than
approximately 0.03.

2) Filter function results: We consider the results from
the filter function algorithm, as shown in Table. II. We see
that this algorithm improves the fidelity result of the QRAM
tomography application from 0.4 to 0.48, which is the main
result of this paper. This represents a 20% improvement in
the key metric of our application, and shows the merit of our
approach. Since the expectation value of an observable is the
typical performance metric used in quantum error mitigation,
we also demonstrate the performance of the filter function
algorithm in terms of ⟨Og⟩, compared to the unmitigated
values. Using the filter function algorithm, we find only 15
error-mitigated expectation values (see Fig. 6) among the 81
⟨Og⟩ are closer to their corresponding noiseless values - a 19%
performance level.

From the above discussion, we learn that using the un-
mitigated ⟨Og⟩ directly produces better results overall in
determining expectation values, relative to our new filter
function algorithm. This is in contrast to the result achieved
when looking at the performance metric of our application
directly, the fidelity. This counter-intuitive result illustrates the
advantage of our algorithm. Negating the traditional use of
ZNE and its focus on expectation values of observables, but
rather bypassing these values and focusing on the performance
metric of the application instead can produce useful outcomes.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We introduced a modified ZNE, referred to as sZNE,
and applied it to a QRAM application with quantum state
tomography on a NISQ device. Novel in our approach was
a focus on application performance metrics in the design
process rather than on expectation values as in standard ZNE.
A specific new element was our direct use of extrapolated
zero-noise probabilities, which are directly coupled to QRAM
fidelity, thereby circumventing the need for expectation values
of operators. To implement a QRAM with multiple memory
cells on a 27-qubit quantum device, we first conducted sZNE
coupled to an algorithm based on a noisy estimate of the
noiseless probability available from an independent technique.
As the error in that estimate approached zero, our calculations



Fig. 6. Expectation values of Og with and without the filter function
algorithm. The noiseless expectation values calculated via P sim

g,x are shown
for reference. Only 15 of the 81 expectation values, where the error-mitigated
values (using the filter function algorithm) are closer to the corresponding
noiseless ones compared to the unmitigated values, are illustrated.

reduced to a study in how a judicious choice of extrapola-
tion function on a per measurement basis can dramatically
improve the ZNE technique. Additional experimental results
demonstrated the noise threshold below which this form of
sZNE is effective. We then coupled our sZNE method to an
algorithm that did not require an independent noisy estimate on
the noiseless probability, but rather one based on avoidance of
over-fitting and subsequent use of the remaining extrapolated
probabilities, showing how significant fidelity gain in our
QRAM application can be found.

In the NISQ era, quantum error mitigation is likely to
remain a critical method for near-term quantum applications.
Improving and benchmarking error mitigation methods will
remain important tasks and will ensure near-term quantum
devices continue to play a constructive role in the path towards
full fault-tolerant quantum computing. We believe the results
shown here illustrate that deviations from established pathways
for error mitigation still hold promise in this regard, especially
if the focus is on the application metrics of interest.
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APPENDIX A
QUANTUM STATE TOMOGRAPHY

We realize quantum state tomography via Qiskit. In doing
this for our experiments, the 4-qubit density matrix ρ′ is
reconstructed. This can be expressed as

ρ′ =
1

16

3∑
l1,l2,l3,l4=0

Sl1,l2,l3,l4 (σ̂l1 ⊗ σ̂l2 ⊗ σ̂l3 ⊗ σ̂l4)

=
1

16
[S0,0,0,0 (σ̂0 ⊗ σ̂0 ⊗ σ̂0 ⊗ σ̂0) + · · ·

+S3,3,3,3 (σ̂3 ⊗ σ̂3 ⊗ σ̂3 ⊗ σ̂3)] ,

(7)

where Sl1,l2,l3,l4 are parameters determined by the measure-
ment results of the tomography circuits, and S0,0,··· ,0 = 1 (due
to normalization). Here, σ̂0 to σ̂3 are the Pauli matrices, given
by

σ̂0 = I =

(
1 0
0 1

)
, σ̂1 = X =

(
0 1
1 0

)
,

σ̂2 = Y =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, and σ̂3 = Z =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

(8)

Typically, 3n tomography circuits with different measure-
ment operators are generated for a n-qubit state tomography.
As the state tomography is applied to the four tomogra-
phy qubits, Sl1,l2,l3,l4 are determined by the outcomes of
the 81 tomography circuits in the operational perspective.
For the tomography circuit with the measurement operator
Z ⊗ X ⊗ Y ⊗ Z, for example, the Z-, X-, Y -, and Z-
basis measurements are applied to the four tomography qubits.
Qiskit [16] only supports the Z-basis measurements, which
means that to implement the X-basis measurement, we need
to apply the Hadamard gate before the Z-basis measurement.
To conduct the Y -basis measurement, we implement the S†

gate and the Hadamard gate sequentially before the Z-basis
measurement, where S† is a phase gate which induces a −π/2
phase.

The parameters Sl1,l2,l3,l4 are determined by the
results of the tomography circuits. For instance,
S0,1,2,3 =

(
PZ+1

1
+ PZ−1

1

)
·

(
PX+1

2
− PX−1

2

)
·(

PY +1
3

− PY −1
3

)
·
(
PZ+1

4
− PZ−1

4

)
, where PZ+1

4
and PZ−1

4

are the probabilities of obtaining the +1 and −1 eigenvalues,
respectively, when the Z-basis measurement is applied to the
fourth tomography qubit. Based on the expression of S0,1,2,3,
we can find that the parameters S0,1,2,3, S0,1,2,0, S3,1,2,0, and
S3,1,2,3 are all determined by the results of the tomography
circuits with the measurement operator Z⊗X⊗Y ⊗Z. After
collecting the results of the 81 tomography circuits, we can
reconstruct ρ′ via Eq. (7).

Importantly, we see now how the parameters Sl1,l2,l3,l4

required for the fidelity comparisons are determined directly
from extrapolated probability results, bypassing any require-
ment for expectation values. This offers a unique use of ZNE,
leading to preferred outcomes on application metrics.



APPENDIX B
DISCUSSION ON GENERATING P est

x

In the above, we have simulated P est
x by adding Gaussian

noise to the noiseless value obtained from noiseless classical
simulations. Other noise models could be considered, such
as Gaussian noise with the addition of a bias term and
non-Gaussian noise. Clearly, if we could always classically
simulate an accurate value for all probabilities we use, there
would be no requirement for ZNE (or its variants). We
emphasize again that in our calculations, we have assumed
P est
x is available from an independent technique. When the

error in P est
x approaches zero, our calculation reduce to a study

in how a judicious choice of extrapolation function on a per
measurement basis can dramatically improve the ZNE method.
We offer this algorithm as a means to integrate different
mitigation methods with ZNE. This is the main message of
the initial part of our study.

We have left open how to find such a reliable P est
x in

practice from other methods. A potential method is via the
execution of a near-Clifford circuit that is approximately equal
to the circuit of interest, U . With fewer non-Clifford gates, the
near-Clifford circuit can be executed on the simulator, even
when U cannot. The simulation results of the near-Clifford
circuit will be regarded as {P est

x }2nx=1 and provide guidance
for selecting appropriate extrapolation functions.

Another method is CDR (mentioned in the Introduction) -
a learning-based error mitigation method using near-Clifford
circuits to generate a linear regression model to mitigate
errors - an approach that has previously delivered some useful
outcomes [13]. The linear regression model will be applied
to each Pλ1

x to obtain P est
x . If CDR can provide a P est

x in
practice with reasonable accuracy (e.g., P est

x may not always
allow us to select the best extrapolation function but can help
eliminate the least effective ones), then the noisy estimator
algorithm outlined here can provide for enhanced performance.
We suggest this approach as a possible future study not only
for QRAM but also for any application running on a NISQ
device.

Clearly, many other independent methods can be directly
used in our algorithm. It is likely that, when it comes to
pragmatic quantum error mitigation, no method will always
prevail in providing the optimal outcome. Rather, a combi-
nation of different independent algorithms are likely to be of
more value.
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