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The cost of encoding a system Hamiltonian in a digital quantum computer as a linear combination
of unitaries (LCU) grows with the 1-norm of the LCU expansion. The Block Invariant Symmetry
Shift (BLISS) technique reduces this 1-norm by modifying the Hamiltonian action on only the
undesired electron-number subspaces. Previously, BLISS required a computationally expensive
nonlinear optimization that was not guaranteed to find the global minimum. Here, we introduce
various reformulations of this optimization as a linear programming problem, which guarantees
optimality and significantly reduces the computational cost. We apply BLISS to industrially-relevant
homogeneous catalysts in active spaces of up to 76 orbitals, finding substantial reductions in both
the spectral range of the modified Hamiltonian and the 1-norms of Pauli and fermionic LCUs. Our
linear programming techniques for obtaining the BLISS operator enable more efficient Hamiltonian
simulation and, by reducing the Hamiltonian’s spectral range, offer opportunities for improved LCU
groupings to further reduce the 1-norm.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum simulations of chemistry and materials sci-
ence are one of the most promising applications of quan-
tum computing. Of particular interest in chemistry are
simulations of strongly correlated systems, which include
homogeneous catalysts and systems with stretched high-
order bonds. The electronic structures of these systems
are challenging to model using known quantum chemistry
methods on classical computers. [1, 2]
The target Hamiltonian we wish to simulate is the

electronic structure Hamiltonian in the second quantized
form:

Ĥ =
∑
ij

hijF̂
i
j +

∑
ijkl

gijklF̂
i
j F̂

k
l , (1)

where F̂ i
j =

∑
σ â

†
iσâjσ are singlet excitation operators,

σ ∈ {α, β} are z-spin projections, and hij , gijkl are one-
and two-electron integral tensors over spatial orbital in-
dices i, j, k, l. [3] We focus on the problem of finding the
ground state of the target Hamiltonian using the fault-
tolerant quantum phase estimation (QPE) algorithm [4, 5]
and with the walk operator obtained from block encoding
of the Hamiltonian. [6] To build the block encoding, we
use a linear combination of unitaries (LCU) decomposition
of the Hamiltonian [7]

Ĥ =
∑
j

αjÛj , Û†
j Ûj = 1̂. (2)

This approach is known to provide optimal linear scaling
in time needed for the Hamiltonian simulation within
QPE. [6, 8] Many approaches have been developed for
generating an LCU decomposition of the electronic Hamil-
tonian. [9–17]

All LCU-based simulation methods scale [7] with the
1-norm of the LCU decomposition

λ =
∑
j

|αj |. (3)

It was previously shown that the 1-norm of any LCU de-
composition of Ĥ is lower bounded by half of the spectral
range of Ĥ: λ ≥ ∆E/2, where ∆E = Emax − Emin, and

Emax(min) is the largest (lowest) eigenvalue of Ĥ. [11] This
makes the spectral range of the target electronic Hamil-
tonian a key limiting factor in the efficiency of quantum
simulation algorithms applied to chemistry. This relation
between the spectral range and simulation cost motivates
the development of methods to engineer Hamiltonians
with reduced spectral range, whose simulation via QPE
will produce the correct eigenstate and energy. In practice,
since calculating the spectral range is at least as hard
as the ground state problem, one can instead target the
1-norm of a particular LCU decomposition directly, which
is an efficiently computable upper bound to the spectral
range. However, we note that a reduction in the 1-norm
of a Hamiltonian LCU decomposition will not necessarily
correspond to a reduction in the spectral range. [18]

To reduce the spectral range of the target Hamiltonian,
a block invariant symmetry shift (BLISS) operator K̂ can

be introduced. By definition, K̂ satisfies K̂ |ψ⟩ = 0 for any

eigenstate |ψ⟩ of a set of Hamiltonian symmetries {Ŝl}Ll=1,

Ŝl |ψ⟩ = sl |ψ⟩. [19] The BLISS operator does not modify
the eigenvalues of states in the symmetry subspace {sl}Ll=1,
but it modifies the rest of the Hamiltonian spectrum. To
lower the spectral range of Ĥ− K̂, the BLISS operator K̂
is optimized to minimize the 1-norm of the Pauli product
LCU decomposition of Ĥ − K̂. Such a heuristic choice
of the cost function is motivated by simplicity and its
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success in practice to reduce the spectral range. A lower
bound for the spectral range of Ĥ − K̂ is that of Ĥ
restricted to the symmetry subspace {sl}Ll=1, [20] which
can be achieved in principle by constructing the operator
ĤeP̂ , where P̂ is the projection operator onto the target
symmetric subspace. However, the projection P̂ is in
general a complicated N -electron operator, and therefore
is not usable in practice. [21]

To find the optimal BLISS operator, a nonlinear
gradient-based optimization of the BLISS operator param-
eters was performed. [19] Although the resulting shifted
Hamiltonians were found to have 1-norm of the Pauli de-
composition that is close to the global minimum, such an
optimization is not guaranteed to find the global minimum.
Furthermore, the computational cost of the optimization
is quite steep, rendering this method only applicable to
smaller systems. In this work, we introduce methods to
find the optimal BLISS operator for minimization of LCU
1-norm using linear programming, which circumvents the
cost and local minima problems that arise when using
nonlinear optimization. [22] Each technique developed
targets a particular LCU decomposition, and guarantees
convergence of the 1-norm to the global minimum for the
associated LCU decomposition. Note that we have placed
a glossary of method terms in Appendix A for the reader.

II. OBTAINING BLISS OPERATORS USING
LINEAR PROGRAMMING

All the linear programs considered in this work for
reducing the spectral range and LCU 1-norms of the
electronic Hamiltonian target the 1-norm of a particular
LCU decomposition and can therefore be cast as the
minimization of a cost function of the form C(x⃗) = |Ax⃗−
b⃗|1, where x⃗ ∈ Rn, b⃗ ∈ Rm, A is a linear transformation
from Rn to Rm, and |v⃗|1 =

∑
i |vi| is the 1-norm. In

Appendix B, we show how to present this optimization as
a linear program and focus here only on its application to
Pauli and fermionic representations of the Hamiltonian.

Since our focus is the electronic Hamiltonian, which
commutes with the number operator, we use the same
form of the BLISS operator as in Ref. [19]

K̂(µ⃗, ξ⃗) = µ1

(
N̂e −Ne

)
+ µ2

(
N̂2

e −N2
e

)
+
∑
ij

ξijF̂ij

(
N̂e −Ne

)
(4)

where N̂e =
∑

iσ n̂iσ is the total number operator, and

n̂iσ = â†iσâiσ is the number operator on spatial-orbital
i with corresponding spin σ. This operator satisfies
K̂ |ψ⟩ = 0 for any state with Ne electrons. Although the
electronic Hamiltonian has other one- and two-electron
symmetries, such as Ŝz, Ŝ

2, Ŝ2
z , and ŜzN̂e, incorporation

of these symmetries were empirically found to give in-
significant improvements in 1-norm and spectral range.

A. Pauli Product LCUs

In the BLISS framework, the BLISS operator K̂ is
subtracted from the electronic Hamiltonian to reduce its
spectral range. The resulting Hamiltonian can be written
as

Ĥ − K̂(µ⃗, ξ⃗) =
∑
ij

h̃ijF̂
i
j +

∑
ijkl

g̃ijklF̂
i
j F̂

k
l , (5)

where the modified one- and two-electron integrals are

h̃ij = hij − µ1δij +Neξij (6)

g̃ijkl = gijkl − µ2δijδkl −
1

2

(
ξijδkl + δijξkl

)
. (7)

To optimally reduce the spectral range of Ĥ − K̂, it
was proposed in [19] to choose the parameters of the

BLISS operator K̂ to minimize the 1-norm of Ĥ − K̂
when expressed as a linear combination of Pauli products,
which can be done via a fermion-to-qubit mapping like
the Jordan-Wigner [23] or Bravyi-Kitaev transformations.
[24, 25] In both mappings, the 1-norm of the associated
Pauli product LCU can be expressed in terms of the
modified integrals as follows [26]

λPauli =
∑
ij

∣∣∣∣∣h̃ij + 2
∑
k

g̃ijkk

∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

2

∑
ijkl

|g̃ijkl|+
∑

i>k,j>l

|g̃ijkl − g̃ilkj | . (8)

This defines the objective function which we minimize us-
ing linear programming. We denote this method, in which
the BLISS operator is obtained from minimizing Eq. (8)
using linear programming, and then subsequently applied
to the electronic Hamiltonian, as linear-programming
BLISS (LP-BLISS).

B. Fermionic LCUs

In addition to the Pauli product LCU, we can alter-
natively obtain the BLISS operator by minimizing the
1-norm of an LCU decomposition obtained directly in the
fermionic algebra. Before deriving the form of the BLISS
operator, we first review the fermionic LCUs relevant to
this work and their associated 1-norms. In what follows
we use Ĥ1e and Ĥ2e to denote the one- and two-electron
parts of the electronic Hamiltonian.

1. Review of Fermionic LCUs

Fermionic LCUs are written in terms of reflection
operators Û†r̂iσÛ , where Û is an orbital rotation and
r̂iσ = 1 − 2n̂iσ. [11] To obtain a fermionic LCU decom-

position of Ĥ, it is convenient to start with a Cartan
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sub-algebra (CSA) decomposition of the two-electron op-

erator Ĥ2e. [27] This takes the form

Ĥ2e =
∑
α

Ĥ(α) =
∑
α

Û (α)†

∑
ijστ

λ
(α)
ij n̂iσn̂jτ

 Û (α),

(9)

where Û (α)’s are orbital rotations. Conversion of occupa-
tion number operators to reflections produces

Ĥ(α) = Ĥ(α,LCU) + L̂
(α)
1e + c(α), (10)

where Ĥ(α,LCU) is the LCU decomposition of Ĥ(α)

Ĥ(α,LCU) = Û (α)†

1

4

∑
ijστ

λ
(α)
ij r̂iσ r̂jτ

 Û (α), (11)

L̂
(α)
1e is a one-electron correction operator

L̂
(α)
1e = Û (α)†

2
∑
ijσ

λ
(α)
ij n̂iσ

 Û (α), (12)

and c(α) is an unimportant constant. Therefore, the 1-
norm of the LCU associated to the fragment Ĥ(α) can be
expressed as

λ
(α)
CSA =

1

4

∑
iσ ̸=jτ

∣∣∣λ(α)ij

∣∣∣
=
∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣λ(α)ij

∣∣∣+ 1

2

∑
i

∣∣∣λ(α)ii

∣∣∣ , (13)

where we have accounted for the involutory property
r̂2iσ = 1̂.

Combining the one-electron corrections L̂
(α)
1e with Ĥ1e

produces a modified one-electron Hamiltonian H̃1e =

Ĥ1e +
∑

α L̂
(α)
1e . Diagonalizing H̃1e with an orbital trans-

formation Ṽ produces the LCU decomposition

H̃1 = Ṽ †

(
1

2

∑
iσ

γir̂iσ

)
Ṽ + c̃, (14)

where c̃ is an unimportant constant, and γi are the eigen-
values of the one-body-tensor of H̃1e. The corresponding
1-norm of the LCU is

λ1e =
∑
i

|γi| . (15)

A special case of the CSA decomposition is the double
factorization (DF) decomposition [28–30] in which the

coefficient matrices λ
(α)
ij of the fragments Ĥ(α) are rank

1, implying that they can be written as an outer product

λ
(α)
ij = ϵ

(α)
i ϵ

(α)
j of a vector ϵ

(α)
i . There are two-benefits

to assuming a low-rank form of the λ
(α)
ij matrices. First,

the decomposition can be obtained via a singular value
decomposition (SVD) of the two-body-tensor gijkl of Ĥ2e,
rather than the expensive nonlinear gradient-based op-
timization necessary to obtain the full-rank fragments.

Second, the low-rank form of the λ
(α)
ij allows the fragment

to be written as follows

Ĥ(α) = Û (α)†

(∑
iσ

ϵ
(α)
i n̂iσ

)2

Û (α). (16)

The perfect square nature of Ĥ(α) allows one to use the
qubitization procedure of Ref. [15] for the block-encoding,
which exploits the low-rank structure of the fragments,
and for which the associated 1-norm is

λ
(α)
DF =

1

2

(∑
i

∣∣∣ϵ(α)i

∣∣∣)2

. (17)

This quantity is empirically much lower than the 1-norm
associated to the full-rank fragments, in which each reflec-
tion r̂iσ, r̂iσ r̂jτ is implemented individually. Therefore,
it is beneficial to develop methods which preserve the
low-rank property of the DF fragments.

2. Applying BLISS to individual fermionic fragments

We now introduce two approaches to apply BLISS di-
rectly to the fermionic fragments themselves, as was done
in the symmetry-compressed double factorization (SCDF)
method of Ref. [16]. Our approaches differ from SCDF
in two ways. First, while SCDF only exploits symmetry
shifts (the µ1 and µ2 terms of Eq. (4)), our methods use
the full BLISS operator to reduce the 1-norms of fermionic
LCUs. Second, our linear programming approach to ob-
tain the BLISS operator is compatible with the SVD
method to generate the LCU, whereas the SCDF method
uses a nonlinear gradient-based optimization to obtain
both the BLISS operator and the LCU.
Targeting individual fermionic fragments is beneficial

for two reasons. First, one can optimize the BLISS oper-
ator to lower the 1-norm of the fermionic LCU directly,
rather than the 1-norm of the Pauli product LCU. Second,
as described above, fermionic LCUs are obtained by first
decomposing the Hamiltonian into simple Hermitian frag-
ments and then decomposing the fragments into LCUs. In
this case, not only is the spectral range ∆E of Ĥ relevant
as a lower bound on the 1-norm, but the spectral ranges
∆E(α) of the individual fragments Ĥ(α) are also relevant.
That is, if λ is the 1-norm of Ĥ, and λ(α) is the 1-norm
of the fragment Ĥ(α), then the triangle inequality implies

∆E

2
≤
∑
α

∆E(α)

2
≤
∑
α

λ(α) = λ. (18)

This shows that we can obtain a more accurate lower
bound on λ from the spectral ranges of the fragments
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themselves, rather than from the spectral range of Ĥ.
For a low-rank fragment Ĥ(α), the lower-bound ∆E(α)/2

coincides with the 1-norm λ
(α)
DF associated to the qubiti-

zation procedure of Ref. [15]; for a general full-rank

fragment, the 1-norm λ
(α)
CSA is strictly larger than the

lower-bound. Therefore, any deviation of the 1-norm λ to
∆E/2 when using low-rank fragments only comes from
the requirement to use multiple fragments to generate the
LCU. To reduce the lower bound based on the fragment
spectral ranges ∆E(α), one can modify each fragment
Ĥ(α) with a BLISS operator K̂(α). The BLISS operator
should be optimized such that the spectral range ∆Ẽ(α)

of the modified fragment Ĥ(α) − K̂(α) is minimized, so
that ∆Ẽ(α) ≤ ∆E(α). Then, an LCU decomposition of
Ĥ − K̂, where K̂ =

∑
α K̂

(α), will have a reduced lower

bound of
∑

α ∆Ẽ(α)/2.
To match the form of the Hamiltonian fragments, we

also express the BLISS operator in CSA form. For the
symmetry shift operators, defined by parameters µ1 and
µ2, we exploit the fact that orbital rotations commute
with the total number operator N̂e. This implies that, for
all orbital rotations Û , we have

µ1N̂e = Û†

(∑
iσ

µ1n̂iσ

)
Û (19)

µ2N̂
2
e = Û†

∑
ijστ

µ2n̂iσn̂jτ

 Û . (20)

For the remaining term defined by parameters ξ⃗, we

start with the form B̂(ξ⃗) =
∑

ijσ ξij â
†
iσâjσ(N̂e − Ne),

which is parametrized by the coefficient matrix ξ of Ô1e =∑
ijσ ξij â

†
iσâjσ. Diagonalizing Ô1e by an orbital rotation:

Ô1e = Û†

(∑
iσ

θin̂iσ

)
Û (21)

and performing some algebra produces an alternative
parametrization

B̂(Û , θ⃗) = Û†

( ∑
iσ ̸=jτ

θi + θj
2

n̂iσn̂jτ

+ (1−Ne)
∑
iσ

θin̂iσ

)
Û (22)

in terms of spatial-orbital rotations Û and the vector θ⃗
that defines the coefficients of the occupation number
operators.

We note that one can also convert BLISS operators con-
structed from Ŝz to CSA form using the same procedure,
with the additional constraint that the orbital rotations
commute with Ŝz. This is automatically satisfied for the
fragments obtained from low-rank and full-rank decom-
positions of the electronic Hamiltonian. However, such

BLISS operators break the α ↔ β spin symmetry and
would require us to index over spin orbitals, rather than
spatial orbitals. Moreover as with the Pauli 1-norm, we
did not see an improvement in 1-norms when including
Ŝz-based BLISS operators; we thus omit the details.

With the CSA form of the BLISS operator, we can apply
BLISS to the fermionic fragments to reduce their 1-norm
while simultaneously preserving the exact solvability of the
modified fragment. With the one-electron operator Ĥ1e =
Û†∑

iσ ϵin̂iσÛ , the optimal BLISS modified Hamiltonian
takes the form [11]

Ĥ1e − µ1N̂e = Û†
∑
iσ

(ϵi − µ1)n̂iσÛ . (23)

Based on Eq. (15) for the corresponding 1-norm, we form a

linear program and obtain the optimal solution at µ
(opt)
1 =

median{ϵi}.
For the two-electron fragments Ĥ(α), the general BLISS

operators take the form

K̂(α)(µ
(α)
2 , θ⃗(α)) = µ

(α)
2

(
N̂2

e −N2
e

)
+ B̂(Û (α), θ⃗(α)). (24)

Using these BLISS operators, we directly modify each
fragment:

Ĥ(α)(µ
(α)
2 , θ⃗(α)) = Ĥ(α) − K̂(α)(µ

(α)
2 , θ⃗(α)). (25)

To obtain values for the parameters µ
(α)
2 , θ⃗(α) defining

each BLISS operator, we target the 1-norm of the modified
fragment based on Eq. (13)

λ
(α)
CSA[µ

(α)
2 , θ⃗(α)] =

∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣∣∣λ(α)ij − µ
(α)
2 −

θ
(α)
i + θ

(α)
j

2

∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

2

∑
i

∣∣∣λ(α)ii − µ
(α)
2 − θ

(α)
i

∣∣∣ , (26)

which we minimize using linear programming.
Although the above approach can be used to lower

the 1-norm of full-rank or low-rank fragments, it breaks
the perfect-square property of the low-rank fragments.
Therefore, when this BLISS operator is applied to low-
rank fragments, the potential for a large reduction in the
1-norm is mitigated by the inability to use the qubitization
approach of Ref. [15] for block-encoding of the modified
fragment, whose 1-norm would be defined by Eq. (17),
and the requirement to use an alternative approach whose
1-norm is defined by Eq. (13). To avoid this obstacle, we
introduce a different modification for low-rank fragments:
a single parameter ϕ(α) per fragment. This takes the form

Ĥ(α)(ϕ(α)) = Û (α)†

(∑
iσ

(ϵ
(α)
i − ϕ(α))n̂iσ

)2

Û (α). (27)

As shown in Appendix C, Ĥ(α) − Ĥ(α)(ϕ(α)) is equal to a
sum with three contributions: 1) a BLISS operator, 2) a
one-electron operator, and 3) a constant. Therefore, one



5

can generate an LCU decomposition in which the low-
rank fragments have a reduced 1-norm by optimizing the
parameter ϕ(α) for all fragments, as long as one accounts
for the resulting one-electron contribution. Based on
Eq. (17), the 1-norm optimization is a linear program with

an analytical solution: ϕ(α) = median{ϵ(α)i }. In general
there is either a unique median, or infinitely many medians
to choose from, but in both cases one can always force

ϕ(α) to equal a particular ϵ
(α)
i , and in doing so remove at

least two unitaries r̂iα, r̂iβ from the one-electron operator

defining the LCU decomposition of Ĥ(α)(ϕ(α)).
We have thus defined two methods for 1-norm reduction

of fermionic LCUs, both of which use Eq. (23) for the
one-electron fragments. For the two-electron fragments,
the double-factorization with low-rank preserving shifts
(DF+LRPS) method is based on Eq. (27) and the double
factorization with low-rank breaking shifts (DF+LRBS)
method is based on Eq. (25). Both of these methods also
generate a “global” BLISS operator, which is the sum of
BLISS operators obtained for each fragment. Therefore,
these procedures can also be used as an alternative to LP-
BLISS for generating the BLISS operator that is applied
directly to the electronic Hamiltonian. That is, we again
produce modified one- and two-body integrals of the form
shown in Eqs. (6) and (7). We call these methods for
generating the BLISS operator fermionic-low-rank BLISS
(FLR-BLISS) and fermionic-full-rank BLISS (FFR-BLISS)
respectively.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Here we assess the capability of linear programming
techniques for reducing the spectral ranges and LCU
1-norms of electronic Hamiltonians. We focus here on
the set of transition-metal homogeneous nitrogen fixation
catalysts studied in Ref. [31], as well as the two active
spaces of the FeMo cofactor of the nitrogenase enzyme
(FeMoco) introduced in Refs. [2] and [32]. We choose
the nitrogen fixation catalysts as they have been shown
to be relevant to industrial applications [31]. Further-
more, these molecules, along with FeMoco, are difficult
to simulate on classical computers and cover a variety of
system sizes, charges, and multiplicities; see Table I for
details. Note that we have placed a glossary of BLISS
method terms in Appendix A. To solve the linear program
necessary to obtain the LP-BLISS operator, we use the
Julia package JuMP.jl. [33] To solve the linear programs
in the DF+LRBS method and to obtain the FFR-BLISS
operator, we used the CVXOPT package [34] in Python
with the GLPK solver. [35]

First, we assess the BLISS operators obtained from
linear programming in terms of their ability to reduce the
spectral range of the electronic Hamiltonian. To do this,
we compare three quantities: (1) the spectral range ∆E

of Ĥ, (2) the spectral range ∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗) of Ĥ − K̂, and (3)

the spectral range ∆E(ENS) of Ĥ when restricted to the

target electron number subspace. Since the spectral range
is computationally difficult to calculate for systems of the
size considered in this work, we approximate the largest
and lowest energies using a modification of the Lanczos
procedure, [36] described in Appendix D. We quantify
the ability of a BLISS operator to reduce the spectral

range with the rescaled difference between ∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗) and
∆E(ENS)

D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) =
∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗)−∆E(ENS)

∆E −∆E(ENS)
, (28)

which is normalized such that D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) = 0 when the
spectral range is reduced to the theoretical lower bound:

∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗) = ∆E(ENS), and D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) = 1 when the spectral

range is unmodified: ∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗) = ∆E. Figure 1a depicts

the value of D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) for the three methods to generate
the BLISS operator described in Sec. II. Although all
three methods reduce the spectral range for all systems
considered, it is clear that the LP-BLISS method, for

which the mean of D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) is 0.05, and the maximum

of D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) is 0.12, most consistently achieves the largest
reductions on average across the systems considered. The
FLR-BLISS method, which has a mean of 0.19 and a

maximum of 0.43 for D(µ⃗, ξ⃗), was not as successful at
lowering the spectral range on average, but did achieve
the lowest spectral range values for three of the systems
considered. The FFR-BLISS method, with a mean of

0.30 and a maximum of 0.92 for D(µ⃗, ξ⃗) was the worst
performing on average, and did not achieve the lowest
value for any of the systems considered.

We also assess the computational cost of generating the
optimized BLISS operators and the transformed electronic
Hamiltonian integrals. For this, we use the Niagara cluster
hosted by SciNet. [37, 38] SciNet is partnered with Com-
pute Ontario and the Digital Research Alliance of Canada.
Each node of Niagara has 188 GiB of RAM and either 40
Intel “Skylake” 2.4 GHz cores or 40 Intel “CascadeLake”
2.5 GHz cores. All three methods to generate the BLISS
operator scale polynomially in the system size, as they
require, at most, polynomial-sized linear optimizations, in
some cases after performing a double-factorization of the
two-electron integrals. The run-times for generating the
three types of BLISS operators considered in this work
are shown in Fig. 2. LP-BLISS, which has an empirical
scaling of O(N5.68), had the worst scaling of all meth-
ods considered, and took 155 minutes to complete in the
worst case. The FFR-BLISS method was marginally bet-
ter, having an empirical scaling of O(N4.91), and taking
113 minutes in the worst case. However, we note that,
unlike LP-BLISS, the FFR-BLISS operator is obtained
by solving many small linear programs, as opposed to one
large linear program. It can therefore be obtained via
parallel programming, potentially allowing further speed
up. Despite this, the cheapest method by far to generate
the BLISS operator was FLR-BLISS, owing to the fact
that the linear programs defining the FLR-BLISS opera-
tor all have analytical solutions. Although the empirical
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 1. Spectral range and 1-norm data with and without BLISS operators. The molecules are sorted by their Pauli LCU

1-norms. (a) Normalized deviation D(µ⃗, ξ⃗), defined in Eq. (28), of the spectral range of Ĥ − K̂ to the spectral range of Ĥ
restricted to the target electron number subspace. (b) 1-norms of Pauli and DF LCUs of the original Hamiltonian, without
BLISS. (c) Ratio of Pauli 1-norm of the Hamiltonian after BLISS to the Pauli 1-norm without BLISS. (d) Ratio of fermionic
1-norm of the Hamiltonian using a BLISS operator to the DF 1-norm without BLISS. The vertical gray lines denote the interval

between ∆E/2 and ∆E(ENS)/2 for the original Hamiltonian Ĥ. The horizontal gray ticks denote ∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗)/2 associated to
LP-BLISS. See Appendix A for acronym definitions.
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scaling of O(N4.71) is comparable to the FFR-BLISS em-
pirical scaling, we found that for all systems considered,
generating and applying the FLR-BLISS operator took
under 5 minutes. As the FLR-BLISS operator is able to
achieve a sizable reduction in spectral range for all sys-
tems considered, this reduction in cost may be preferable
when the system size or number of Hamiltonians becomes
prohibitively large for LP-BLISS.

We now assess the effect of BLISS operators on the
1-norm of LCU decompositions of the electronic Hamilto-
nian. We analyze the results in terms of how much the
1-norm of a particular LCU is reduced as a consequence of
the BLISS operator. The values of the Pauli 1-norm and
DF 1-norm, without BLISS, for all systems considered,
are shown in Fig. 1b. On average, the DF LCU achieves
a 3.9 fold reduction in the 1-norm compared to the Pauli
LCU.

Figure 1c depicts the ratio of the Pauli LCU 1-norm
after applying BLISS to the Hamiltonian, to the Pauli
LCU 1-norm of original Hamiltonian. LP-BLISS, which
directly targets the Pauli LCU 1-norm, achieves a non-
trivial reduction for all systems considered, with an aver-
age reduction of 23%. One notable system is FeMoco Lg,
for which the reduction in Pauli LCU 1-norm achieved
by LP-BLISS is 59%, the largest seen in this work. Since
LP-BLISS directly targets the Pauli LCU 1-norm, the
LP-BLISS+Pauli LCU 1-norms represent the maximal
reduction that can be achieved via optimizing the BLISS
operator. Despite this, we still see a sizeable reduction
in the 1-norm when pre-processing Ĥ using the FFR-
BLISS and FLR-BLISS operators. The FFR-BLISS and
FLR-BLISS values are similar for all systems considered,
achieving 16% and 17% reductions on average respectively.
Since FLR-BLISS is the fastest method for generating a
BLISS operator, these results suggest that, in the regime
where the classical cost of the Hamiltonian pre-processing
is a bottleneck, one can use FLR-BLISS as a computa-
tionally inexpensive method to reduce the 1-norm. In
principle, one could simultaneously optimize the orbital
basis in which Ĥ is expressed together with the BLISS
operator to achieve a further reduction beyond what LP-
BLISS can produce, [11, 26] but this requires a nonlinear
optimization which incurs a substantial classical compu-
tational cost.

Figure 1d depicts the 1-norms associated to fermionic
LCUs based on the two approaches to incorporate the
BLISS operator: (1) pre-processing Ĥ by applying a
BLISS operator and subsequently performing double-
factorization (LP-BLISS+DF, FLR-BLISS+DF), and (2)
performing double-factorization and subsequently post-
processing the fragments (DF+LRPS and DF+LRBS).
We omit the results obtained from FFR-BLISS+DF, since
this method was not competitive in 1-norms with the other
pre-processing methods. Like with the Pauli LCU, we
found that both the LP-BLISS+DF and FLR-BLISS+DF
LCUs have lower 1-norms compared with DF LCU. We
also see that DF combined with LP-BLISS gives a greater
reduction in 1-norm (7.7 times, on average) than either

LP-BLISS (1.3) or DF (3.9) alone, when compared with
the Pauli 1-norm. For the post-processing methods, we
found that, for all systems considered, DF+LRPS achieves
a substantial reduction in the 1-norm compared with both
DF and DF+LRBS. This suggests that constraining the
BLISS operator to preserve the low-rank property is a
better strategy for reducing the 1-norm than introduc-
ing additional optimization parameters which break the
low-rank property. As shown in Fig. 1d, DF+LRBS does
not yield much improvement in 1-norms even compared
to DF, and sometimes performs worse, which suggests
that even the most generally optimized BLISS operator is
not able to overcome the increase in 1-norm associated to
breaking the low-rank property. When comparing the 1-
norms of DF+LRPS and the pre-processing methods, the
1-norms are remarkably similar, with the DF+LRPS 1-
norms coming within 8% to the pre-processing 1-norms for
all systems considered. Despite this similarity, DF+LRPS
produces the lowest 1-norms (Fig. 1d) for all but three of
the systems considered in this study, and also produces
the lowest average 1-norms of all methods.
Combining BLISS techniques with DF produces 1-

norms that are lower than the ∆E/2 lower bound for
many of the systems considered (see Fig. 1d). It is thus
clear that BLISS generally lowers the spectral-range of
the Hamiltonian in such a way that DF can take advan-
tage of the reduced range, which is not otherwise a priori
guaranteed. It also confirms that any technique to reduce
the 1-norm beyond what is achieved in this work requires
a modification of the target Hamiltonian to reduce its
spectral-range. Despite this, we find that the 1-norms
achieved in this work are still quite distant from the
lower-bound ∆E(ENS)/2 that is achievable in theory, even

though ∆E(µ⃗, ξ⃗)/2 obtained from LP-BLISS is relatively
close to ∆E(ENS)/2, as shown in Fig. 1d. As described in
Sec. II B, the deviation of the DF 1-norm from ∆E/2 is a
consequence of the requirement to use multiple fragments
to decompose the Hamiltonian. Therefore, to close the
gap between the DF 1-norm after BLISS, and ∆E(ENS)/2,
one approach can be to obtain the low-rank fragments in
a way that concentrates the highest weight terms on as
few fragments as possible. Various approaches have been
developed to achieve this [17, 27, 39] via nonlinear opti-
mization techniques. However, we note that the method
used in this work to obtain the low-rank fragments, based
on SVD of the two-body-integral tensor, already produce
fragments with this property.

Although DF+LRPS and DF+LRBS are mutually ex-
clusive with each other, they are not mutually exclusive
with the various methods for generating BLISS operators
that act directly on the Hamiltonian. That is, one can
envision a method with three steps: (1) apply a BLISS

operator to produce Ĥ − K̂, where K̂ is obtained via any
of the three BLISS techniques considered in this work; (2)

obtain the LCU of Ĥ−K̂ via DF, and (3) post-process the
resulting fragments using LRBS or LRPS. We found that,
for most systems, such a combination does not reduce the
1-norms beyond what could be obtained from the methods
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FIG. 2. Calculation time to generate the optimized BLISS parameters µ⃗, ξ⃗ and modified one- and two- electron integrals of
Ĥ − K̂ versus the number of orbitals. The dashed line is a fit to the data, with the coefficient of determination and exponent
shown in the legend. See Appendix A for acronym definitions.

presented in Fig. 1d, and, in the cases where there was an
improvement, it was always less than 5%. Overall, when
comparing all fermionic methods, including ones which
combine a pre- and post-processing method, DF+LRPS
produces the largest average reduction in 1-norm com-
pared with the DF LCU 1-norm. The reason combining
methods does not improve the 1-norm in general is twofold.
First, once an optimized BLISS operator is subtracted
from the electronic Hamiltonian, the values of the opti-
mized parameters for both DF+LRPS and DF+LRBS
are much closer to 0 than they otherwise would have been
had a BLISS operator not been subtracted first. This
implies that the fermionic methods are not able to reduce
the 1-norm of the two-electron fragments much further
once a BLISS operator is subtracted from the electronic
Hamiltonian. Second, when applying DF+LRPS to the
BLISS-modified electronic Hamiltonian, for most systems,
the one-electron corrections (Eq. (C7)) increased the 1-
norm of the one-electron Hamiltonian more than the sum
of reductions in the 1-norms of the two-electron fragments
associated with applying the LRPS.

Lastly, the cost of block-encoding within the LCU frame-
work is not only dependent on the 1-norm but also on
the cost of implementing each unitary in the LCU decom-
position of Ĥ, as well as the total number of unitaries.
The main contributor to the cost of unitaries is the total
number of non-Clifford gates, for example, T gates, which
are the most expensive gates to implement fault-tolerantly.
[40] All BLISS procedures do not change appreciably the

number or character of terms in Ĥ − K̂ compared to
those of Ĥ, and the number of unitaries in any LCU is
almost the same for Ĥ − K̂ as for Ĥ and will depend on
the method of LCU decomposition. [12] Thus, all BLISS
procedures do not change the number of T gates needed
for one step of the LCU encoding, but by reducing the
total number of needed steps through 1-norm reduction,
they reduce the total number of T gates.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we introduce several approaches for re-
ducing the spectral range of the electronic Hamiltonian
and the 1-norms of qubit and fermionic LCUs. All the
developed methods use linear programming, which allows
us to optimize the BLISS operator to achieve a global
minimum in the LCU 1-norm for a given decomposition.
Using linear programming also allows for a much faster
determination of the BLISS operator compared to previ-
ous methods, which relied on nonlinear, gradient based
optimization.

The LP-BLISS method was the most effective at reduc-
ing the spectral range of the Hamiltonian. On average, the
spectral range of the modified Hamiltonians was reduced
by 95% toward the theoretical lower bound, correspond-
ing to the spectral range of the original Hamiltonian in
the number-conserving subspace of interest. Additionally,
the faster FLR-BLISS method achieved an average 81%
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TABLE I. Active space and molecule properties of the nitrogen fixation catalyst Hamiltonians of Ref. [31] and the two active
spaces of FeMoco [2, 32]. “Sm” and “Lg” refer to the smaller and larger active space versions, respectively.

(a) Properties for Schrock catalyst

Molecule ID Norb Ne Charge Multiplicity

MoN−
2 31 46 -1 1

MoN2 30 45 0 2
Fe(Cp)+2 46 57 1 2
Fe(Cp)2 46 58 0 1

(b) Properties for Bridged Dimolybdenum

Molecule ID Norb Ne Charge Multiplicity

1-LutRe 69 90 1 1
1-LutTS 69 90 1 1
II-LutProd 70 90 1 1

(c) Properties for Mo Pincer reaction

Molecule ID Norb Ne Charge Multiplicity

Reaction step (i) smaller active space

RC Sm 31 44 0 1
TS1/2 Sm 31 44 0 1
PC Sm 31 44 0 1
2 Sm 31 44 0 1

Reaction step (i) larger active space

RC Lg 45 64 0 1
TS1/2 Lg 45 64 0 1
PC Lg 45 64 0 1
2 Lg 45 64 0 1

Reaction step (ii) smaller active space

I Sm 55 73 -1 2
TSI/4a Sm 55 73 -1 4
PC− Sm 55 73 -1 4
4a Sm 25 37 0 4

Reaction step (ii) larger active space

I Lg 69 93 -1 2
TSI/4a Lg 70 93 -1 4
PC− Lg 69 93 -1 4
4a Lg 39 57 0 4

(d) Properties for FeMoco

Molecule ID Norb Ne Charge Multiplicity

FeMoco Sm [2] 54 54 3 1
FeMoco Lg [32] 76 113 -3 4
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toward the same theoretical lower bound.
The main advantage when pre-processing the Hamilto-

nian with a BLISS operator is a highly efficient reduction
in the spectral range, decreasing the lower bound of the
1-norm of LCU decompositions of the modified Hamil-
tonian compared with the original Hamiltonian. Thus,
one can use BLISS processed Hamiltonians and achieve
better results with various LCU decompositions that go
beyond using linear combination of Pauli products. For
Pauli LCU decompositions, LP-BLISS provides the global
minimum that can be achieved in the 1-norm, for example,
a 59% reduction in Pauli LCU 1-norm for FeMoco with
active space defined in Ref. [32]. The much computation-
ally faster FLR-BLISS operator obtained in the fermionic
algebra achieved, on average, 71% of the reduction in
the Pauli 1-norm compared with the LP-BLISS operator.
We also calculated the 1-norms of fermionic LCUs based
on a low-rank decomposition of the two-electron integral
tensor obtained via DF. In this case, the DF + LRPS
method produced the lowest 1-norms, while also being
the fastest method for generating a fermionic LCU using
BLISS techniques. Notably, DF + LRPS outperformed
LP-BLISS+DF in generating lower 1-norms, as LP-BLISS
is optimized for Pauli product LCUs, not for DF LCUs.
These points make a strong case for processing any

Hamiltonian using BLISS techniques before doing block
encoding. To make further improvements in the 1-norm
cost there are two possible directions: 1) optimizing the
LCU decomposition to drive the 1-norm closer to the spec-
tral range of Ĥ− K̂ , 2) creating an effective Hamiltonian
that has the same low-energy spectrum as the original
electronic Hamiltonian but a lower spectral range.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors thank Nicole Bellonzi and Alexander Ku-
nitsa for the nitrogen fixation catalyst Hamiltonians. S.P.
and A.S.B. thank Ignacio Loaiza for helpful discussions.
J.T.C. thanks A.M. Rey for her hospitality during his
visit to JILA at CU Boulder. S.P. and A.F.I. gratefully
acknowledge financial support from NSERC and DARPA.
This research was partly enabled by Compute Ontario
(computeontario.ca) and the Digital Research Alliance
of Canada (alliancecan.ca) support. Part of the compu-
tations were performed on the Niagara supercomputer
at the SciNet HPC Consortium. SciNet is funded by
Innovation, Science, and Economic Development Canada,
the Digital Research Alliance of Canada, the Ontario
Research Fund: Research Excellence, and the University
of Toronto.

Appendix A: Glossary

DF Double Factorization
LCU Linear Combination of Unitaries
BLISS Block Invariant Symmetry Shift, Ref. [19].

LP-BLISS Linear-Programming BLISS, Section IIA.
FFR-BLISS Fermionic-Low-Rank BLISS, Section II B 2.
FLR-BLISS Fermionic-Full-Rank BLISS, Section II B 2.
DF+LRPS Double-Factorization with Low-Rank Pre-
serving Shifts, Section II B 2.
DF+LRBS Double-Factorization with Low-Rank Break-
ing Shifts, Section II B 2.
[Method] + Pauli Pauli decomposition after [Method]
applied
[Method] + DF DF decomposition after [Method] ap-
plied
SCDF Symmetry-Compressed Double Factorization, Ref.
[16].

Appendix B: 1-norm minimization as a linear
program

All optimizations of the 1-norm considered in this work
can be phrased as a minimization problem in which one

obtains minx⃗∈Rn |Ax⃗ − b⃗|1 for some given A ∈ Rn×m

and b⃗ ∈ Rm. This can be written as a linear program
by introducing a new variable y⃗ ∈ Rm and writing the
minimization problem as

min
(x⃗,y⃗)∈Rn+m

m∑
i=1

yi (B1)

subject to the constraint y⃗ ≥ |Ax⃗− b⃗|1. This constraint
can be written in terms of two linear constraints: y⃗ ≥
±(Ax⃗− b⃗), or, in the matrix form as[

A −I
−A −I

] [
x⃗
y⃗

]
≤
[
b⃗

−b⃗

]
, (B2)

which is the linear program form.

Appendix C: Details of low-rank preserving
coefficient shift

In this section, we show that using the DF+LRPS
method allows one to obtain a decomposition of Ĥ2e,
up to a BLISS operator, a one-electron operator, and
a constant. For simplicity of notation, we define the
following:

ℓ̂(⃗ϵ) =
∑
iσ

ϵin̂iσ (C1)

b̂Ne (⃗ϵ) =
∑
ijστ

(
ϵi + ϵj

2

)
n̂iσn̂jτ −Neℓ(⃗ϵ). (C2)

ℓ̂(⃗ϵ) corresponds to a generic spin-symmetric linear combi-

nation of number operators, whose square ℓ̂2(⃗ϵ) is present

in the low-rank fragments, and b̂Ne
(⃗ϵ) corresponds to the
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number operator polynomial present in the BLISS opera-
tor shown in Eq. (24). Then, after some straightforward
algebra, one can relate the number operator polynomial
present in a given DF+LRPS fragment to the number

operator polynomial ℓ̂2(⃗ϵ) present in the associated DF
fragment as follows:

[∑
iσ

(ϵi − ϕ)n̂iσ

]2
= ℓ̂2(⃗ϵ)− 2ϕNeℓ̂(⃗ϵ) + ϕ2N2

e

+
(
ϕ2(N̂2

e −N2
e )− 2ϕb̂Ne (⃗ϵ)

)
. (C3)

Therefore, given a low-rank fragment of the electronic
Hamiltonian in DF

Ĥ(α) = Û (α)†

[∑
iσ

ϵ
(α)
i n̂iσ

]2
Û (α)

= Û (α)†ℓ̂2(⃗ϵ (α))Û (α), (C4)

we can write the modified fragment Ĥ(α)(ϕ(α)) obtained
in the DF+LRPS method as follows:

Ĥ(α)(ϕ(α)) = Û (α)†

[∑
iσ

(ϵ
(α)
i − ϕ(α))n̂iσ

]2
Û (α) (C5)

= Ĥ(α) − Ŝ
(α)
1e + ϕ(α)

2

N2
e

+ K̂(α)
(
ϕ(α)

2

,−2ϕ(α)ϵ⃗ (α)
)
, (C6)

where K̂(α)
(
ϕ(α)

2

,−2ϕ(α)ϵ⃗ (α)
)
is the BLISS operator as

defined in Eq. (24), and Ŝ
(α)
1e is a one-electron correction:

Ŝ
(α)
1e = 2ϕ(α)NeÛ

(α)†ℓ̂(⃗ϵ (α))Û (α). (C7)

Appendix D: Estimating the spectral range with a
truncated Lanczos method

To estimate Hamiltonian spectral ranges within the
entire Fock-space and those that are restricted to a par-
ticular electron-number-subspace we used the Lanczos
algorithm [36] with an additional truncation of vectors in
the Krylov space. We use the second quantized Hamiltoni-
ans from Refs. [2] and [32] for FeMoco, and from Ref. [31]
for the remaining catalysts. We work within the diagonal-
ized one-electron operator Ĥ1e orbital frame. This allows
us to generate initial state as single Slater determinants
|ψinit⟩ with Ne occupied spin-orbitals corresponding to
lowest (highest) orbital energies for obtaining the lowest
(highest) eigen-states. To obtain the Fock-space spectral
range, we repeat this procedure to all electron-number-
subspaces. The difficulty with generating the Krylov
space vectors is growing size of vectors after each applica-
tion of Ĥe. To reduce the computational cost, we simplify
the state in the kth iteration by retaining only 5k Slater
determinants with largest coefficients in absolute value.
After this truncation, the state is orthogonalized with the
previous states using the Gram-Schmidt procedure. The
algorithm is terminated when the residual vector after
the Gram-Schmidt procedure has a 2-norm lower than
10−5; otherwise the residual vector is normalized and the
next iteration starts. At the end of the procedure, the
Hamiltonian is diagonalized within the subspace spanned
by Krylov space vectors to identify the extreme eigen-
value states. In spite of the truncation the approach is
variational and thus gives a lower bound on the actual
spectral range.
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