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Abstract

Great progress has been made in quantum computing in recent years, providing opportunities to overcome computa-
tion resource poverty in many scientific computations like computational fluid dynamics (CFD). In this work, efforts
are made to exploit quantum potentialities in CFD, and a hybrid classical and quantum computing CFD framework
is proposed to release the power of current quantum computing. In this framework, the traditional CFD solvers are
coupled with quantum linear algebra libraries in weak form to achieve collaborative computation between classical
and quantum computing. The quantum linear solver provides high-precision solutions and scalable problem sizes
for linear systems and is designed to be easily callable for solving linear algebra systems similar to classical linear
libraries, thus enabling seamless integration into existing CFD solvers. Some typical cases are performed to validate
the feasibility of the proposed framework and the correctness of quantum linear algorithms in CFD.
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1. Introduction

Computational fluid dynamics (CFD) is becoming in-
creasingly important due to its outstanding capacity to
offer more detailed flow information. However, larger
sizes of problems and more complex flows mean more
computations [1, 2, 3, 4].

Classical computation has brought CFD computa-
tions to a golden age with the advent of higher-
performance processors, more cores, even GPU hetero-
geneous computing, and the development of parallel
techniques [5, 6]. The performance of classical com-
puting relies on the increment of transistor density of
processors. The famous Moore’s Law predicts that pro-
cessor performance doubles approximately every two
years. However, classical computing reaches its bot-
tleneck because the smallest unit transistor of a classic
processor is now close to the atomic level [7], making
it increasingly difficult to design more powerful pro-
cessors. People have to exploit more powerful com-
putational paradigms to satisfy increasing computation

∗Corresponding author
Email address: chenzhaoyun@iai.ustc.edu.cn (Zhao-Yun

Chen)

needs. Quantum computers, first proposed by Richard
Feynman in 1982, perform calculations based on the
principle of quantum mechanics. The unique properties
of superposition and entanglement of qubits allow quan-
tum computers to perform certain calculations much
more efficiently than classical computers. Many algo-
rithms have been designed to solve specific problems ef-
ficiently on quantum computers, such as the Shor algo-
rithm [8] theoretically achieves an exponential speedup
over classical algorithms in breaking RSA encryption.

Linear systems of equations are common in CFD,
and solving them is computationally expensive. Re-
cent progress in algorithms for solving linear equations
opens the way for CFD simulation. The first quantum
linear algorithm is proposed by Harrow, Hassidim, and
Lloyd [9], named HHL, which is theoretically proved
to achieve exponential acceleration over classical conju-
gate gradient-type algorithms in solving sparse linear al-
gebra systems. Subsequently, many quantum linear al-
gorithms based on HHL or novel approaches are devel-
oped to improve efficiency and precision [10, 11, 12, 13,
14]. However, when solving larger-scale linear systems,
more qubits and deeper quantum circuits are required by
the quantum algorithms mentioned above, so these algo-
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rithms are not suitable for running large-scale calcula-
tion examples on current noisy intermediate-scale quan-
tum (NISQ) equipment. In order to solve large-scale lin-
ear systems on current NISQ devices, variational quan-
tum linear solvers have also been developed [15, 16, 17],
and differential equation solving schemes based on vari-
ational quantum methods have been proposed [18, 19].

There have been many attempts to introduce quantum
computing into computational fluid dynamics, and the
quantum CFD (QCFD) era has begun. Traditional CFD
methods have been developed to integrate quantum
computing, resulting in the quantum lattice Boltzmann
method [20, 21, 22], the quantum spectral method [23],
etc. The novel approach [24] based on machine learn-
ing like physics-informed neural networks (PINN) is
also involved. Quantum algorithms have been applied
in many flow simulations, such as flow over airfoil [25],
Poiseuille and Couette flow [26], reacting flows [27],
and the reliability of quantum algorithms in CFD have
been proved. However, due to the limitations of classi-
cal computing resources and the performance of quan-
tum devices, these methods have not been applied to
large-scale engineering simulations.

Quantum computers and algorithms in the NISQ era
can not deal with all the computations in practical ap-
plications, at least, not all problems are suitably solved
with quantum computers. Hybrid quantum-classical
computing is a viable way to utilize quantum computing
power in the NISQ era. The variational quantum meth-
ods are a type of hybrid quantum-classical approach
that has been widely used in solving linear equations
and optimization problems. Data conversion efficiency
between classical computers and quantum computers,
which involves the encoding and decoding mechanisms
between binary digits and quantum bits, is important
to keep the quantum advantage. Standard quantum
state tomography is resource-expensive for data read-
out. Chen et.al [25] proposed a quantum method for
accelerating finite volume methods using classical in-
put and output, and sublinear acceleration is obtained
to keep the quantum advantage. However, this method
relies highly on quantum random accessing memory
(QRAM), which will not be practical in the near future.
Subsequently, they proposed a sparse quantum state to-
mography method to read out quantum information ef-
ficiently on near-term quantum devices [28].

This article presents a CFD framework that enables
large-scale engineering fluid simulation with hybrid
quantum-classical computing. To apply quantum algo-
rithms, firstly, the governing equations of fluid dynam-
ics are recast as a linear system of equations. Then a
quantum linear solver proposed in our previous work is

used to solve the large linear equations. The solver can
match the sizes of linear systems to various quantum
computing resources and provide high-precision solu-
tions. This framework can be easily integrated into
many current CFD solvers and is compatible with fu-
ture quantum computers. It can regarded as a reference
for designing hybrid quantum-classical computing ap-
plications.

This paper is organized as follows. Firstly, the fluid
governing equations and the numerical methods to solve
the equations are shown in section 2 and 3. Section 4
gives details of the quantum algorithms involved in this
work. Then in section 5, hybrid quantum-classical ar-
chitecture and algorithm are introduced, and the feasi-
bility is verified in section 6 through numerical experi-
ments. Finally, in section 7, the conclusion and outlook
are given.

2. Governing equations

The compressible flow is governed by conversation
laws as follows

∂ρ

∂t
+ ∇ · (ρu) = 0

∂(ρu)
∂t
+ ∇ · (ρu ⊗ u) = −∇p + ∇ · τ

∂(ρE)
∂t
+ ∇ · (ρuE) = −∇ · (q + τ · u),

(1)

where ρ is the density, u is the velocity vector, E is the
energy, τ is the viscous stress tensor and q is the heat
flux. The equations above can be transformed into the
integral form

∂

∂t

˚
V

U⃗dV +
˚

V
(F⃗inv − F⃗vis)dV = 0, (2)

where U⃗ is the vector of conserved variables in the finite
control volume V

U⃗ =
[
ρ, ρu, ρv, ρw, ρE

]T
. (3)

The inviscid flux vector F⃗inv is

F⃗inv =


ρu

ρu2 + p
ρvu
ρwu

ρEu + pu

 i⃗+


ρv
ρuv

ρv2 + p
ρwv

ρEv + pv

 j⃗+


ρw
ρuw
ρvw

ρw2 + p
ρEw + pw

 k⃗. (4)
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The viscous flux vector F⃗vis is

F⃗vis =


0
τxx

τyx

τzx

τxxu + τxyv + τxzw − qx

 i⃗+


0
τxy

τyy

τzy

τyxu + τyyv + τyzw − qy

 j⃗+


0
τxz

τyz

τzz

τzxu + τzyv + τzzw − qz

 k⃗.

(5)

3. Numerical methods

3.1. Discrete method

The finite volume method(FVM) [6] has inherent
conservation properties and has good robustness and
flexibility in dealing with complex shapes and complex
flow problems. It is a reliable method widely used in
engineering CFD applications.

Assume that the computational domain Ω is divided
into N non-overlapping elements V j, j ∈ [1,M]. By ap-
plying the divergence theorem to the second term on the
left-hand side of the equation (2), the volume integral
can be transformed to the surface integral, and a semi-
discretized equation is obtained

∂

∂t

˚
V j

U⃗dV + R j(U⃗) = 0, (6)

where

R j(U⃗) =
‹

S
(F⃗inv − F⃗vis) · n⃗dS

=
∑

k∈N( j)

(F⃗ inv
jk − F⃗vis

jk )∆S jk.
(7)

The temporal term in equation (6) can be discretized
with implicit and explicit methods. For explicit meth-
ods, the solution of the next time step is computed with
the previous information. To keep numerical stabil-
ity, the step size of explicit methods is limited by the
Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) number, making it in-
efficient for long-time simulations. In contrast, implicit
methods are not strictly constrained by the CFL num-
ber and a larger step size can be used, which makes it

popular in industry applications. The temporal term in
equation (6) can be implicitly discretized as follows

V j
∆U⃗n

∆t
+ R⃗ j(U⃗n+1) = 0, (8)

where ∆U⃗n = U⃗n+1 − U⃗n. And R⃗(U⃗n+1) can be approxi-
mated with the Taylor series around R⃗(U⃗n)

R⃗(U⃗n+1) = R⃗(U⃗n) +
 ∂R⃗

∂U⃗

n ∂U⃗
∂t

n

∆t + O(∆t2), (9)

where J(U⃗) := ∂R⃗
∂U⃗

is the flux Jacobian matrix of the

residual vector R⃗. The temporal term ∂U⃗
∂t is approxi-

mated as
∂U⃗
∂t
≈
∆U⃗
∆t

. (10)

Substitute equation (10) into equation (9) and remove
higher-order terms, and then equation (9) can be ap-
proximated as

R⃗(U⃗n+1) ≈ R⃗(U⃗n) +
 ∂R⃗

∂U⃗

n

∆U⃗n. (11)

Substitute the resulting linearization back to equation
(8), we get the following implicit scheme[

V j

∆t
I + J(U⃗n)

]
∆U⃗n = −R⃗(U⃗n). (12)

Now, the partial differential governing equations are re-
cast as a large sparse linear system of equations. This
linear system can be solved with any linear algorithm.

3.2. Methods for solving linear systems of equations
Linear systems of equations can be solved with di-

rect methods and iterative methods. Direct methods
typically involve algebraic manipulations and transfor-
mations of the original system of equations to simplify
and solve for unknown variables. Direct methods have
high accuracy and good stability, but the time complex-
ity and memory consumed increase rapidly as the scale
of linear systems. So they are preferred when the sys-
tem size is relatively small or when a high level of ac-
curacy is required. Iterative methods approximate the
solution to a system of linear equations by iteratively
improving an initial guess until converges to the true so-
lution at a certain precision. Iterative methods, like CG
and GMRES method [29], can solve linear systems of
equations efficiently with fewer computer resources, es-
pecially for large-scale asymmetric sparse linear equa-
tions. GMRES employs the Arnoldi process to build an
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orthonormal basis for the Krylov subspace. This pro-
cess is a key component in transforming the problem
into a smaller Hessenberg matrix problem, which can
be solved easily and accurately. The convergence per-
formance of iterative methods is affected by the stiffness
of the linear system, which is measured by the condition
number of the coefficient matrix. Preconditioning tech-
niques are needed to improve the convergence of solv-
ing ill-conditioned linear problems.

Similar to classical linear algorithms, there are two
main branches of quantum linear algorithms: direct
methods and iterative methods. The HHL algorithm [9],
the CKS algorithm [30], the QSVT [12], and the quan-
tum discrete adiabatic linear solution algorithm [14] are
famous direct methods. When the matrix of the lin-
ear system is sparse, the quantum direct methods have
an exponential acceleration over their classical counter-
parts in the matrix dimension. Direct quantum meth-
ods are one-shot methods, that is, when the circuit com-
pletes, the solution is solved. Such circuits are typi-
cally broad and deep and need a large number of high-
fidelity qubits, especially for large-scale problems. Iter-
ative quantum linear algorithms find solutions like their
classical counterparts. A typical class of iterative quan-
tum linear algorithms is the variational quantum linear
algorithm (VQLA) [15, 17]. It is a hybrid algorithm that
relies on optimization algorithms performed on classi-
cal computers to optimize the parameters of quantum
circuits. This class of algorithms shows good properties
of noise resilience, making it particularly promising in
the context of NISQ devices. An iterative quantum lin-
ear solver was developed in Ref. [28] and successfully
achieved high-precision solutions for linear systems in
fluid dynamics on a noisy superconducting quantum
computer.

4. Quantum algorithms

4.1. Quantum state preparation

Quantum state preparation (QSP) plays the role of
preparing data for quantum algorithms, and it is some-
times called initial state preparation. The efficiency of
QSP is crucial for quantum computing to keep its ad-
vantage over classical computing. There are many ways
for initial state preparation [31]. Amplitude encoding is
widely used in practice.

For a set of real numbers d⃗ = {d j| j ∈ [N]}, [N] =
{0, 1, ...,N − 1}, its amplitude encoding state is

|ϕ⟩ :=
1
D

N−1∑
j=0

d j | j⟩ , (13)

where D is the 2-norm of d⃗. When d⃗ has no prior in-
formation, take n = ⌈log2 N⌉ qubits. If log2 N is not
an integer, round it up and fill the excess with 0. Al-
gorithm 1 shows an amplitude encoding algorithm with
complexity O(N). Data sets with specific distributions
can be encoded more effectively [32]. Data unsatisfied
with this distribution can be converted with the quan-
tum random access memory (QRAM) [33, 25], and the
implementation can be found in Ref. [32]. Notice that
QRAM is impractical in near term of quantum comput-
ing.

Algorithm 1 Amplitude encoding algorithm

Input: d⃗
Output: Amplitude encoding state |ϕ⟩ o f d⃗

1: for each i ∈ [0,N − 1] do
2: Initialize ⌈log2 N⌉ qubits;
3: Calculate rotation angle

θi, j = 2 arccos(ri, j/ri+1,2 j), j = 0, 1, . . . , 2i − 1,

where

ri, j =

√√√√( j+1)2n−i−1∑
k= j2n−i

d2
k ;

4: All real and virtual control combinations of
Qubits (0 to i − 1) are traversed, while
2i controlled RY(θ) are performed on qubit
i in sequence according to rotation angles
θi,0, θi,1, . . . , θi,2i−1;

5: end for
6: return The quantum circuit of amplitude encoding

and |ϕ⟩.

4.2. Quantum state readout

In quantum state preparation, classical information is
encoded in the states of qubits, and then this quantum
system evolves after a series of quantum operations are
performed on qubits to undergo quantum algorithms.
The results of quantum computations are encoded in
quantum states, so they must be extracted back to classi-
cal information that can interpreted by classical systems
or users, and this process is called quantum state read-
out.

Quantum state readout needs quantum measure-
ments. There are several methods and techniques to per-
form this task, such as projective measurement [34] and
quantum tomography [35], and each with its advantages
and challenges. The choice of readout method depends
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on the specific quantum system, the desired accuracy,
and the available technology. Quantum state tomogra-
phy is one of the popular quantum readout methods.

It reconstructs the full quantum state by performing
a series of measurements on different bases. The mea-
surement probabilities are used to reconstruct the den-
sity matrix expressed as follows

ρ =
1
2

(
I + r⃗ · σ⃗

)
, (14)

where r⃗ = (rx, ry, rz) is the Bloch vector and σ⃗ =
(σx, σy, σz) are the Pauli matrices. For an n-qubit sys-
tem, the density matrix has 2n × 2n elements.

Extracting all information from a quantum system
with a large number of qubits is computationally expen-
sive, because the quantum state collapses to one of the
basis states when it is measured, and the outcome is a
classical bit (either 0 or 1). To estimate the probabilities
for basis, it is necessary to measure the qubit repeat-
edly. For example, measure a qubit 10000 times and get
7000 outcomes of “0” and 3000 outcomes of “1”, then
the estimated probabilities for |0⟩ and |1⟩ are 0.7 and 0.3
respectively.

L2-norm and L∞-norm quantum tomography are two
common tomography methods. They differ in their ap-
proach to minimizing the error between measured and
theoretical probabilities. L2-norm tomography mini-
mizes the overall (average) error, making it suitable
for noisy data, while L∞-norm tomography minimizes
the maximum error, ensuring the worst-case scenario is
tightly controlled. L∞-norm tomography is more com-
putationally expensive than L2-norm tomography. The
choice between these methods depends on the require-
ments and constraints of the problems. A sparse tomog-
raphy method proposed in Ref. [28], an improved L∞-
norm quantum tomography, is more efficient for specific
data.

4.3. HHL algorithm

For a linear system of equations Ax⃗ = b⃗, where A
is an N × N Hermitian matrix, and b⃗ =

∑N−1
j=0 β ju⃗ j is a

normalized vector, the solution to this problem can be
expressed with its eigen information as follows

x⃗ =
N−1∑
j=0

β jλ
−1
j u⃗ j, (15)

where u⃗ j and λ j are the eigenvector and eigenvalue of
matrix A respectively.

In quantum computing, the HHL algorithm [9] con-
structs the solution form above by extracting the eigen

information of matrix A with the quantum phase esti-
mation (QPE). Figure 1 shows the quantum circuit dia-
gram of the HHL algorithm. To solve the linear problem
above, the information of A and b must be encoded into
a quantum state. Firstly, b⃗ is encoded into Input Register
I with amplitude encoding as follows

(I ⊗ I⊗m ⊗ AC) |0⟩ |0⟩⊗m |0⟩⊗n = |0⟩ |0⟩⊗m AC |0⟩⊗n

= |0⟩ |0⟩⊗m |b⟩ ,
(16)

where |b⟩ =
∑N−1

j=0 b j | j⟩ =
∑N−1

j=0 β j |u j⟩. Matrix A is
encoded through Hamiltonian simulation [36, 37] in the
following quantum phase estimation (QPE) procedure

(I ⊗ QPE) |0⟩ |0⟩⊗m |b⟩ = |0⟩
N−1∑
j=0

T−1∑
k=0

αk| jβ j |λ̃k⟩ |u j⟩ ,

(17)
where λ̃k := 2πk/t0. The unitary matrix U in QPE
equals eiAt (here i2 = −1), of which the eigenvalue of
U under the eigenvector |u j⟩ is eiλ jt. The eigenvalue can
be extracted into the digital base in the form of a su-
perposition state through the inverse quantum Fourier
transform [38].

The eigenvalues have to be extracted onto the ampli-
tude to construct the solution form in equation (15). To
achieve this, an extra ancillary qubit is needed, and ro-
tation operations are performed on it on the condition of
qubits carrying information of |λ̃k⟩ as follows

N−1∑
j=0

T−1∑
k=0


√

1 −
C2

λ̃2
k

|0⟩ +
C
λ̃k
|1⟩

αk| jβ j |λ̃k⟩ |u j⟩ , (18)

where C is a value of magnitude O(1/κ). The condi-
tional control rotating gates convert the eigenvalue on a
digital basis into the analog state.

To cancel out the information of the eigenvalue on the
computational basis, |λ̃k⟩ is then uncomputed, thus the
quantum state is evolved into

N−1∑
j=0

T−1∑
k=0


√

1 −
C2

λ̃2
k

|0⟩ +
C
λ̃k
|1⟩

αk| jβ j |0⟩⊗m |u j⟩ . (19)

Assuming that the phase estimate is accurate, if λ̃k =

λ j, there was αk| j = 1, otherwise αk| j = 0. So by inverse
QPE (IQPE) process, the quantum state of this comput-
ing system evolves into

N−1∑
j=0

β j


√

1 −
C2

λ2
j

|0⟩ +
C
λ j
|1⟩

 |0⟩⊗m |u j⟩ . (20)
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Figure 1: HHL algorithm quantum circuit diagram. The HHL algorithm requires three registers. From top to bottom: Ancilla register S, Clock
register C, and Input register I.

When “1” is measured at the ancillary qubit, the quan-
tum state of the linear system solution on the output reg-
ister

|x̃⟩ :=

√
1∑N−1

j=0 C2|β j|
2/|λ j|

2

N−1∑
j=0

C
λ j
β j |u j⟩ (21)

is exactly the normalized form of the solution |x⟩ =∑N−1
j=0

β j

λ j
|u j⟩, which can be extracted using efficient

quantum state tomography methods. The final solution
x⃗ of original equations is related with the extracted nor-
malized solution ⃗̃x as x⃗ = η⃗̃x. The normalization factor
η =

√
P1∥b⃗∥2/C, where P1 is the probability of mea-

suring “1” in the ancillary qubit. For more details on
the derivation of the HHL algorithm, readers can refer
to Ref. [39, 9].

The time complexity of the HHL algorithm is
O(log(N)s2κ2/ϵ), and it is exponentially faster than the
best classical linear algorithm. However, it needs at
least ⌈log2 N⌉ + ⌈log2 κ⌉ + 1 qubits and the circuit is so
deep that it needs much longer coherence time.

4.4. Variational quantum linear algorithm
The variational quantum algorithm [40] is a hybrid

quantum-classical iterative method with variable-depth
quantum circuits. It is regarded as the most promising
linear algorithm in the context of current NISQ devices.

The core idea of the variational quantum linear solver
(VQLS) is to construct a Hamiltonian H = A†(I −
|b⟩ ⟨b|)A that carries the information of the linear system
Ax⃗ = b⃗, and then the ground state of this Hamiltonian
quantum is exactly the normalized solution of the linear
system of equations.

To start the solver, the vector b⃗ is directly encoded
into quantum circuits, whereas the matrix A is decom-
posed into a linear weighted summation of a series of

unitary matrices, A =
∑S

s lsσs, where ls is a complex
scalar coefficient and σs represents unitary matrix. This
decomposition leverages the fundamental properties of
quantum mechanics to efficiently manipulate and pro-
cess the matrix A within the quantum computational
framework. To find the ground state of the Hamil-
tonian, a parameterized quantum state called ansatz,
which takes the form Ud(θd) · · ·U1(θ1), is designed to
approximate the solution. The quality of the ansatz is
crucial for the convergence and accuracy of the com-
putation. Figure 2 shows the circuit of the Hardware-
efficient ansatz. It is widely used in VQLS due to its
flexible layer adjustment.

To quantify the difference between the current quan-
tum state and the desired solution state, a loss func-
tion (also called cost function) based on the ansatz and
Hamiltonian is constructed as follows

C(θ⃗) = ⟨ψ(θ⃗)|H |ψ(θ⃗)⟩

= ⟨ψ(θ⃗)| A†A |ψ(θ⃗)⟩ − ⟨ψ(θ⃗)| A† |b⟩ ⟨b| A |ψ(θ⃗)⟩ ,
(22)

where |ψ(θ⃗)⟩ = Ud(θd) · · ·U1(θ1) |0⟩). The gradient de-
scent method is used to update parameters

θ⃗t+1 = θ⃗t − β∇C(θ⃗t), (23)

where β is the learning rate, and ∇C(θ⃗) =[
∂C(θ⃗)
∂θ1

, · · · , ∂C(θ⃗)
∂θm

]T
is the gradient vector at time t, where

∂C(θ⃗)
∂θi

=
∂(⟨ψ(θ⃗)| A†A |ψ(θ⃗)⟩ − ⟨ψ(θ⃗)| A† |b⟩ ⟨b| A |ψ(θ⃗)⟩)

∂θi
.

(24)
The gradient of the loss function ∇C(θ⃗) can be analyti-
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图 1. The circuit of the hardware efficient ansatz.

1

Figure 2: The circuit of the hardware efficient ansatz.

cally expressed as

∂C(θ⃗)
∂θi

= 2ℜ
(
∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
A†A |ψ⟩

)
−2ℜ

(
∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
A† |b⟩ ⟨b| A |ψ⟩

)
,

(25)
where ℜ(·) represents the real part, ∂⟨ψ|

∂θi
A†A |ψ⟩,

∂⟨ψ|
∂θi

A† |b⟩, and ⟨b| A |ψ⟩ can be obtained by measuring
the corresponding quantum circuits.The derivatives of
the ansatz can be expressed as

∂ |ψ⟩

∂θi
=

∑
n

wn
i |ψ

n
i ⟩ , (26)

where wn
i is complex coefficient, and

|ψn
i ⟩ = Ud(θd) · · ·σn

i Ui(θi) · · ·U1(θ1) |0⟩ . (27)

Here σn
i is obtained through the differential of Ui(θi).

Therefore, terms in equation (25) can be computed by

∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
A†A |ψ⟩ =

∑
s

∑
s′

lsl′s
∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
σ†sσs′ |ψ⟩ , (28)

∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
A† |b⟩ =

∑
s

ls
∂ ⟨ψ|

∂θi
σ†s |b⟩ , (29)

and
⟨b| A |ψ⟩ =

∑
s

ls ⟨b|σ†s |ψ⟩ . (30)

The corresponding quantum circuits can be found in
Ref. [15]. The gradient of the cost function can also be
computed with the finite difference method as follows

∂C(θ⃗)
∂θi

≈
C(θ⃗ + ∆θi) −C(θ⃗ − ∆θi)

2∆θi
. (31)

The cost value can be computed easily according to
equation (22), and the quantum states can be extracted

efficiently with the sparse tomography method [28]. Al-
gorithm 2 shows the overall procedure of VQLS.

The algorithm above may suffer convergence diffi-
culty due to the stiffness of the equation and poorly
designed anzats. The original problem can be trans-
formed into a new one with the Hamiltonian Morph-
ing method [11] so that it is easier to solve. The idea
of Hamiltonian Morphing is to construct a matrix that
evolves in time

A(τ) = (1 − τ)I + τA, (32)

where the virtual time τ ∈ [0, 1]. Starting from an
identity matrix, A(τ) approaches the original A as τ ap-
proaches 1 with a small step size. At each time step, the
problem H(τ) = A†(I − |b⟩ ⟨b|)A(τ) is solved, and the
parameters θ⃗(τ) for this resulting solution are taken as
an initial value for the problem in the next virtual time
step. To ensure that A(τ) is always invertible during the
evolution, the problem should be further modified as

A(τ) = (1 − τ)Z ⊗ I + τX ⊗ A

|b′⟩ =
1
√

2
(|0⟩ + |1⟩) ⊗ |b⟩ .

(33)

When the value of the cost function approaches 0,
|ψ(θ⃗)⟩ becomes a normalized solution in the quantum
state. After extraction with the tomography method, the
final solution y⃗ of the original linear equations can be
recovered from the extracted normalized solution y⃗′ by

y⃗ = ηy⃗′. (34)

To compute the coefficient η, substitute equation (34)
back to the linear equation system and yield

ηHy⃗′ = r⃗. (35)
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Algorithm 2 VQLS

Input: Coefficient matrix: A; Homogeneous term: b⃗;
Initial parameters: θ⃗0; Precision constraint: ϵ;
Learning rate: β.

Output: Numerical solution x⃗
1: Decompose A into a linear combination of Pauli

matrices;
2: Construct a quantum circuit of ansatz U(θ⃗);
3: Construct the quantum circuit set C1(θ⃗) correspond-

ing to ⟨b| A |ψ⟩ based on the ansatz U(θ⃗) and the
Pauli decomposition of A, along with b⃗;

4: Construct the quantum circuit set C2(θ⃗) correspond-
ing to ∂⟨ψ|

∂θi
A†A |ψ⟩ based on the ansatz U(θ⃗), ansatz

derivatives, and the Pauli decomposition of A;
5: Construct the quantum circuit set C3(θ⃗) correspond-

ing to ∂⟨ψ|
∂θi

A† |b⟩ based on the ansatz U(θ⃗), the Pauli

decomposition of A, and the vector b⃗;
6: Set criteria = 1;
7: while criteria > ϵ do
8: Compute the current step’s expected value C(θ⃗)

based on the quantum circuit sets C0(θ⃗) and
C1(θ⃗);

9: Update criteria = C(θ⃗);
10: if criteria ≤ ϵ then
11: break;
12: end if
13: for each i ∈ [θ⃗.size] do
14: Compute ∇Ci(θ⃗t) based on the measurement

results from the quantum circuit sets C1(θ⃗),
C2(θ⃗), and C3(θ⃗);

15: Update θt+1
i = θt

i − β∇Ci(θ⃗t);
16: end for
17: Update the parameter information for the quan-

tum circuit sets Cs(θ⃗), where s = 0, 1, 2, 3, to θ⃗t+1;
18: end while
19: Obtain the optimal parameter information θ⃗opt;
20: Get the quantum state information x⃗norm of the

ansatz U(θ⃗) under the optimal parameter settings
θ⃗opt through quantum state tomography;

21: Calculate the normalization factor η;
22: Compute x⃗ = ηx⃗norm;
23: return Numerical solution x⃗.

Next, both sides of the equation multiply their trans-
poses respectively as follows

η2y⃗′
T

HT Hy⃗′ = r⃗T r⃗. (36)

The term y⃗′
T

HT Hy⃗′ on the left-hand side can be ob-
tained by measuring the term ⟨ψ|HT H |ψ⟩ in the loss
function. The term on the right-hand side equals ∥⃗r∥2.

5. Hybrid quantum-classical CFD framework

5.1. Hybrid quantum-classical computing architecture
Numerically solving Navier-Stokes equations in-

volves a series of complex algorithms, including nu-
merical schemes for spatial and temporal terms. Im-
plicit methods are applied in time advancement and re-
sult in a large linear algebra system that is computa-
tionally expensive to solve. In the classical comput-
ing paradigm, these large linear systems can be effi-
ciently solved with parallel techniques on CPU/GPU.
In the hybrid quantum-classical computing framework,
they are solved by the quantum linear solver on quan-
tum computers. Similar to heterogeneous computing
based on the current graphic processing unit (GPU), the
quantum processing unit (QPU) can be regarded as an
accelerator of classical computers. To realize collab-
orative quantum-classical computing for computational
fluid dynamics, a hybrid quantum-classical architecture
diagram is shown in Figure 3. The hybrid quantum-
classical computing architecture mainly consists of the
following four layers:

• Quantum Program Infrastructure Layer This
is the bottom layer of the architecture and pro-
vides basic quantum programming infrastructures,
including program framework, quantum simula-
tors, etc. The quantum programming framework is
supported by QPanda [41]. Quantum simulators,
called quantum virtual machines as well, include
a built-in simulator in QPanda and a sparse state
simulator integrated with quantum random access-
ing memory (QRAM) simulator [42].

• Quantum Algorithm Layer In this layer, quan-
tum linear algorithms are included, such as the
HHL and the VQLS. These algorithms can be used
independently or combined with certain classical
methods like the subspace methods. The algo-
rithms are designed to be easily called by appli-
cations in various scientific computing fields.

• Data Transformation Layer Data conversions be-
tween quantum and classical algorithms are con-
ducted in this layer, including quantum state prepa-
ration and quantum state tomography.

• Application Layer This is the top layer in classi-
cal computers. Various applications port computa-
tion tasks onto quantum computers by calling APIs
provided by the quantum algorithm layer.

Figure 4 shows the flowchart of the proposed hy-
brid quantum-classical CFD architecture. The left-hand
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Figure 3: Hybrid quantum-classical computational fluid dynamics architecture diagram.

side of the flowchart contains the main process of CFD,
while the right-hand side is the main body of the quan-
tum linear solver (QLS).

There are two ways to solve a linear system. The
first approach, marked by a solid green line, uses stan-
dard quantum linear solvers like the HHL and VQLS
to solve the original linear system directly. The matrix
and vector of the linear system are encoded into quan-
tum states with specific encoding methods. When the
quantum linear solver is complete, the solution is read
out through quantum state tomography. The second ap-
proach is marked with a dashed blue line. In fact, this
is an improved QLS proposed in our previous work [28]
and is called SUB-QLS. In SUB-QLS, the standard QLS
is embedded into the Krylov subspace method to solve
a low-dimensional linear system. More details of SUB-
QLS will be given in the next section. Due to the non-
linearity of the discretized equations, a Newton iteration
procedure is needed to find the true solution, thus the so-
lution of the linear system found above needs to satisfy
the convergence criteria of the Newton iteration as well.

5.2. QLAS library
The quantum linear algebra solver (QLAS) is the

key component of the current hybrid quantum-classical
CFD architecture. It covers two middle layers in Figure
3, including the quantum encoding of the matrix and
the right-hand side vector into quantum states, perform-
ing quantum linear algorithms, and reading out quan-
tum states. The QLAS library is designed in the quan-
tum programming framework QPanda and is based on
quantum logic gates. Solvers inside can run on both
real quantum devices and simulators.

Figure 5 depicts the class diagram of the QLAS li-
brary. The core module is the abstract class LinSolver
and its related derived classes. The abstract class
LinSolver includes member variables and member
functions that are responsible for the quantum-classical
solving of linear systems. The virtual function solve()
executes the solving process, which is overridden by
subclasses of difference linear algorithms, including
classical methods like CG and quantum methods like
HHL and VQLS. The function iter solver() is an
iterative solver, while subspace iter solver() is a
subspace iterative solver. Both solvers are associated
with the solutions returned by the function solve().
Data in QLAS is managed by the MatrixBase class
and the VectorBase class which support many popu-
lar dense and sparse storage methods.

The QLAS library is designed based on the strategy
design pattern to promote code reusability, flexibility,
and maintainability.

5.3. Subspace quantum linear solver

It is still challenging for both types of quantum lin-
ear algorithms to perform large-scale fluid simulations
on existing quantum computing devices, including real
quantum computers and quantum simulators, because
the number of quantum logic gates increases dramati-
cally with problem size. To scale the problem size on
current quantum devices, it is necessary to reduce the
dimension of the linear system solved with quantum lin-
ear solvers. Subspace methods offer paths to do so. Re-
cently, quantum Krylov subspace method [43, 44, 45]
was introduced into the HHL algorithm and presented
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Figure 4: Flowchart of a hybrid quantum-classical CFD architecture. The processes in the green box are the core of the quantum linear solver and
run on quantum devices. Other processes outside the green box are executed on classical computing devices. The solid lines marked as ”1” solve
the original linear system directly with a quantum linear solver, while the dashed lines marked as ”2” are a quantum linear solver combined with
classical subspace methods. (GE, IC, BC, and LAS stand for governing equations, initial conditions, boundary conditions, and linear algebraic
systems, respectively)
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QLAS
MatrixBase* A
VectorBase* b
Config config
LinSolver* QLinSolver

BASIC TOOL
......
Solve()

CLinSolver

solve() override
……

VQLS
run_qvm

solve() override
……

LinSolver
MatrixBase* A
VectorBase* b
Config config

subspace_iter_solver()
iter_solver()
virtual solve()

...
run_qvm

solve() override
……

HHL
run_qvm

solve() override
……

Figure 5: Class diagram of the QLAS library.

as an alternative to quantum phase estimation (QPE)
for eigenpair problems, in which deep quantum circuits
were replaced with multiple shallow ones [46]. This
method has been numerically tested on systems with di-
mensions up to 210 × 210. Another application of the
subspace method was SUB-QLS [28]. The core idea is
to combine a standard QLS with the Krylov subspace
method and find the solution in the subspace. The stan-
dard QLS is called repeatably with an iterative restart
mechanism until it is converged. With the subspace
method, a high-dimensional linear system can be trans-
formed into a smaller one that is easier to solve with
fewer quantum resources, thus a problem can be scaled
to large sizes. This method has been successfully ap-
plied to solve a 5043-dimensional linear system and per-
formed the largest fluid simulation on a near-term su-
perconducting quantum computer [28]. The subspace
method is performed on classical computers here, but it
can be performed on quantum computers as well [44].

Algorithm 3 shows how the standard quantum HHL
and the VQLS algorithms are integrated with the Krylov
subspace method to construct the SUB-QLS solvers,
which will be called SUB HHL and SUB VQLS.

6. Numerical cases

In this section, several test cases are performed to
validate the feasibility of the hybrid quantum-classical
CFD framework and the correctness of quantum lin-
ear algorithms in CFD. The popular open-source CFD
solver SU2 is chosen as the test CFD solver. Lim-
ited to the classical computing resource, quantum linear
solvers integrated with the subspace method are adopted
in all cases. For convenience, the HHL and VQLS
algorithms with the subspace method are labeled as
SUB HHL and SUB VQLS respectively. Meanwhile,
for all cases, solutions computed with built-in classical
linear solvers in SU2 are used to be reference solutions
to validate the quantum solutions.

6.1. Inviscid Bump

In this case, a flow passing an inviscid bump in
a channel is simulated [47]. The flow is governed
by the two-dimensional compressible Euler equations.
The Computational domain is divided into 32385 non-
overlapped grid cells. For the numerical method, the
second-order JST scheme is used in space discretiza-
tion, and the temporal terms are discretized with the
first-order implicit Euler scheme. Moreover, the incom-
plete LU (ILU) preconditioner is adopted to lower the
condition number of the linear algebra system, and the
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Algorithm 3 SUB HHL(VQLS) Algorithm

Input: The matrix A, the vector b⃗, initial valuex⃗0, con-
vergence precision ϵ, Maximum subspace dimen-
sion k

Output: Numerical solution x⃗
1: Compute r⃗0 = b⃗ − Ax⃗0 and β = ∥⃗r0∥

2: v⃗1 = r⃗0/β, r⃗ = βe⃗1
3: j = 1
4: for each j ∈ [1, k] do

5: if β < ϵ
√
∥b⃗∥ then

6: break
7: end if
8: w⃗ j = Av⃗ j

9: for each i ∈ [1, j] do
10: hi j = (w⃗ j, v⃗i); w⃗ j = w⃗ j − hi jv⃗i

11: end for
12: h j+1, j = ∥w⃗ j∥; v⃗ j+1 = w⃗ j/h j+1, j
13: for each i ∈ [1, j − 1] do
14: t = cihi, j + sihi+1, j; hi+1, j = sihi, j − cihi+1, j;

hi, j = t
15: end for
16: if |h j+1, j| = 0 then
17: c j = 1, s j = 0
18: else
19: t = h j+1, j/h j, j

20: if |t| > 1 then
21: c j = 1/

√
1 + t2; s j = c jt

22: else
23: t = h j, j/h j+1, j;s j = 1/

√
1 + t2, c j = s jt

24: end if
25: end if
26: t = c jr j, r j+1 = s jr j; r j = t
27: h j, j = c jh j, j + s jh j+1, j, h j+1, j = 0
28: β =

∣∣∣r j+1
∣∣∣

29: end for
30: Solve the new linear subspace system(H jy⃗ = r⃗(1 :

j)) using the HHL (VQLS) linear algorithm
31: Update x⃗ = x⃗0 + V jy⃗,where V j = [⃗v1, · · · , v⃗ j]
32: return The numerical solution is x⃗.

dimension of the subspace is set to 8. All cases stopped
when the same convergence criteria were satisfied.

Because the VQLS algorithm is an iterative method,
convergence precision is needed to stop the iteration. In
this case, convergence precision ϵC = 10−3 and 10−5

are chosen to investigate the effect of precision on the
convergence of the CFD solver. The convergence his-
tory is shown in Figure 6. It is shown that the classi-
cal method and the SUB HHL method have nearly the
same convergence characteristic because they are direct

methods for solving linear equations, so they get very
accurate results if the linear system is non-singular. For
the SUB VQLS method, when the convergence preci-
sion is high enough, it behaves like the direct methods.
In contrast, lower convergence precision leads to slower
convergence of the CFD solver and needs more outer it-
erations. For quantum resource requirements, the HHL
method needs 19 qubits on average, while the VQLS
method needs only 4 qubits.

Figure 7 and Figure 8 show the Mach number and
pressure distribution contour comparison between the
classical linear solver and the quantum linear solvers.
Moreover, distribution on a cross-section at x = 1.5 is
shown in Figure 9 for better quantitative comparisons.
All results of quantum linear solvers agree pretty well
with those of classical solvers, which indicates that the
quantum linear algorithms are feasible in CFD simula-
tion.

6.2. Unsteady Laminar Cylinder Flow

A laminar flow past a circular cylinder is one of
the most typical cases to validate the temporal scheme.
When the Reynolds number is larger than the critical
value, the famous Karman vortex street with a specific
frequency is generated in the wake. In this case, a Mach
0.3 flow passes a cylinder, and the Reynolds number
based on the states of the incoming flow and the diame-
ter of the cylinder is 1000. The diameter of the circular
cylinder is 1.0m. The two-dimensional Navier-Stokes
equations are solved in the computational domain as de-
picted in Figure 10. To capture the shedding vortex bet-
ter, the mesh in the wake is refined, resulting in nearly
23 thousand grid cells.

The convective terms are computed with the Roe
scheme, and the time is advanced with the second-order
dual-time stepping method. The dimension of the sub-
space method is set to 8 for all classical and quan-
tum cases. For all cases, the physical time step size is
0.0005s.

The time histories of drag and lift coefficients are
shown in Figure 11. Firstly, we can get the period
of the vortex shedding from the data after the flow is
fully developed into a periodical state. The period is
around 0.0475s. According to the definition of non-
dimensional frequency, that is Strouhal number (S t =
f×D
U ≈ 0.205), which is consistent with the fact that the

Strouhal number of flows past a circular cylinder varies
between 0.18 and 0.22 over Reynolds number from 100
to 100000. Moreover, it can be seen that, for drag and
lift coefficients, the quantum results coincide with the
classical results during time advance, which proves the
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 6: Convergence histories of residuals. The green solid lines with triangles represent data of the classical FGMRES method, while the blue
dashed lines with cross markers for SUB HHL, and the red solid lines for SUB VQLS.

(a)

SUB HHL

(b)

SUB VQLS

Figure 7: The Mach number distribution comparison for classical and
quantum solvers(SUB HHL and SUB VQLS).The flood distribution
is the result of classical solver FGMRES, and the contour lines repre-
sent the quantum results. (a) Comparison result of classical FGMRES
method and the quantum SUB HHL method. (b) Comparison result
of classical FGMRES method and the quantum SUB VQLS method.

(a)

SUB HHL

(b)

SUB VQLS

Figure 8: The pressure distribution comparison for classical and
quantum solvers(SUB HHL and SUB VQLS). The flood distribution
is the result of classical solver FGMRES, and the contour lines repre-
sent the quantum results. (a) Comparison result of classical FGMRES
method and the quantum SUB HHL method. (b) Comparison result
of classical FGMRES method and the quantum SUB VQLS method.
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Figure 9: The Mach number and pressure distribution comparison of
the inviscid bump at cross-section x = 1.5.

Figure 10: Computational domain of circular cylinder flow.

reliability of quantum algorithms in unsteady simula-
tions.

Figure 12 shows a flow field snapshot’s Mach num-
ber distribution comparison between the classical and
quantum methods. Good agreement is observed, which
proves the reliability of the quantum algorithms in un-
steady CFD simulation.

6.3. CHN-F1 Aircraft

The CHN-F1 aircraft model is one of the publicly re-
leased models of the National Space Science and Data
Center of China [48], and there is a lot of experiment
data in different conditions that can be used to vali-
date CFD solvers. Here, the CHN-F1 model is used
to validate the feasibility of the proposal framework
and the quantum algorithms in practical engineering
cases. The model is put in a Mach 0.6 flow, and the
Reynolds number is 6266947.5 based on the reference

(a) Time history of Cd .

(b) Time history of Cl.

Figure 11: Time histories of drag and lift coefficients.

length 0.5032m. The freestream temperature is 300K.
The angle of attack (AoA) is ranged from 0 to 12 de-
grees.

Due to the high Reynolds number, the Splart-
Allmaras turbulence model is applied to reduce the
computation expanse. Half of the model is simu-
lated because of the geometric symmetry. The three-
dimensional computational domain is divided into about
9.4 million grid cells.

The JST scheme is adopted for convective terms, and
the first-order Euler implicit scheme is used for tempo-
ral discretization. The dimension of subspace in solving
a linear system is set to be 8.

The convergence histories of each equation are shown
in Figure 13. It can be seen that the CFD solver in-
tegrated with all classical and quantum linear solvers
converge in a very similar trend. For quantum resource
requirements, the HHL method needs 10 qubits on av-
erage, while the VQLS method needs only 4 qubits.

Besides, Figure 14 shows a pressure distribution
comparison. For a more accurate comparison, Figure 15
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(a)

SUB HHL

(b)

SUB VQLS

Figure 12: The Mach distribution comparison (t= 0.75s) for classical and quantum solvers (SUB HHL and SUB VQLS). The flood distribution is
the result of classical solver FGMRES, and the contour lines represent the quantum results. (a) Comparison result of classical FGMRES method
and the quantum SUB HHL method. (b) Comparison result of classical FGMRES method and the quantum SUB VQLS method.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 13: Convergence histories of residuals. The green solid lines with triangles represent data of the classical FGMRES method, while the blue
dashed lines with cross markers for SUB HHL, and the red solid lines for SUB VQLS.
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(a)

SUB HHL

(b)

SUB VQLS

Figure 14: The pressure distribution comparison for classical and quantum solvers(SUB HHL and SUB VQLS). The flood distribution is the
result of classical solver FGMRES, and the contour lines represent the quantum results. (a) Comparison result of classical FGMRES method and
the quantum SUB HHL method. (b) Comparison result of classical FGMRES method and the quantum SUB VQLS method.

(a)

(b)

Figure 15: The density distribution comparison for classical and
quantum solvers at cross-section y= 0.05 and 0.2.

Figure 16: Comparison of lift coefficient Cl and drag coefficient Cd
obtained using classical methods, hybrid quantum-classical methods,
and experimental data at different angles of attack(AoA). The solid
red line represents Cl, while the dashed blue line for Cd . Red circles
represent experimental data for Cl, while red pentagons FGMRES,
and red five-pointed stars for SUB HHL. The blue squares represent
experimental data for Cd , while the blue triangles for FGMRES, and
the blue diamonds for SUB HHL.

shows distribution comparison at cross sections at y=
0.05 and 0.2. It is obvious that contours computed with
quantum algorithms completely coincide with those of
the classical algorithms. Figure 16 shows the compar-
ison results of the overall drag and lift coefficients of
cases with different AoAs. The numerical results are
also compared with the experiment results. For numeri-
cal simulations, the quantum results coincide with the
classical results again. Moreover, good agreement is
observed for numerical results and experiment results.
This case indicates that the quantum algorithms and the
proposed hybrid quantum-classical CFD framework are
valid in practical engineering applications.
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7. Conclusion

This work exploits the potential of quantum comput-
ing in large-scale scientific computing and provides a
feasible strategy to utilize quantum computing in solv-
ing CFD problems in the foreseeable future. In the cur-
rent framework, nonlinear fluid problems are converted
to linear problems that can be solved with quantum lin-
ear solvers. By using a quantum linear solver proposed
in our previous work, this framework breaks through
the limitation of the problem size limitation on certain
quantum resources and provides high-precision solu-
tions for linear equations. This quantum CFD frame-
work can be easily integrated into many current CFD
solvers and is compatible with future quantum comput-
ers. Several typical cases and a practical engineering
case are computed, and the quantum results show good
agreement with the classical results, which validates the
feasibility of the hybrid quantum-classical CFD frame-
work and the reliability of the quantum algorithms.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported by the National Key Re-
search and Development Program of China (Grant No.
2023YFB4502500) and the Aeronautical Science Foun-
dation of China (Grant No. 2022Z073004001).

References

[1] H. Abe, H. Kawamura, Y. Matsuo, Surface heat-flux fluctuations
in a turbulent channel flow up to reτ= 1020 with pr= 0.025 and
0.71, International Journal of Heat and Fluid Flow 25 (3) (2004)
404–419.

[2] V. Avsarkisov, S. Hoyas, M. Oberlack, J. P. Garcia-Galache,
Turbulent plane couette flow at moderately high reynolds num-
ber, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 751 (2014) R1.

[3] F. Lluesma-Rodrı́guez, S. Hoyas, M. J. Perez-Quiles, Influence
of the computational domain on dns of turbulent heat transfer
up to reτ= 2000 for pr= 0.71, International journal of heat and
mass transfer 122 (2018) 983–992.

[4] C. Federrath, R. S. Klessen, L. Iapichino, J. R. Beattie, The
sonic scale of interstellar turbulence, Nature Astronomy 5 (4)
(2021) 365–371.

[5] F. D. Witherden, A. M. Farrington, P. E. Vincent, Pyfr: An open
source framework for solving advection–diffusion type prob-
lems on streaming architectures using the flux reconstruction
approach, Computer Physics Communications 185 (11) (2014)
3028–3040.

[6] T. D. Economon, F. Palacios, S. R. Copeland, T. W. Lukaczyk,
J. J. Alonso, Su2: An open-source suite for multiphysics simu-
lation and design, Aiaa Journal 54 (3) (2016) 828–846.

[7] F. Wu, H. Tian, Y. Shen, Z. Hou, J. Ren, G. Gou, Y. Sun,
Y. Yang, T.-L. Ren, Vertical mos2 transistors with sub-1-nm gate
lengths, Nature 603 (7900) (2022) 259–264.

[8] P. W. Shor, Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization
and discrete logarithms on a quantum computer, SIAM review
41 (2) (1999) 303–332.

[9] A. W. Harrow, A. Hassidim, S. Lloyd, Quantum algorithm for
linear systems of equations, Physical review letters 103 (15)
(2009) 150502.

[10] B. D. Clader, B. C. Jacobs, C. R. Sprouse, Preconditioned quan-
tum linear system algorithm, Physical review letters 110 (25)
(2013) 250504.
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