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Simulations of quantum systems with Hamiltonian classical stochastic noise can be challenging
when the noise exhibits temporal correlations over a multitude of time scales, such as for 1/f noise
in solid-state quantum information processors. Here we present an approach for simulating Hamilto-
nian classical stochastic noise that performs temporal coarse-graining by effectively integrating out
the high-frequency components of the noise. We focus on the case where the stochastic noise can
be expressed as a sum of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes. Temporal coarse-graining is then achieved
by conditioning the stochastic process on a coarse realization of the noise, expressing the condi-
tioned stochastic process in terms of a sum of smooth, deterministic functions and bridge processes
with boundaries fixed at zero, and performing the ensemble average over the bridge processes. For
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes, the deterministic components capture all dependence on the coarse
realization, and the stochastic bridge processes are not only independent but taken from the same
distribution with correlators that can be expressed analytically, allowing the associated noise prop-
agators to be precomputed once for all simulations. This combination of noise trajectories on a
coarse time grid and ensemble averaging over bridge processes has practical advantages, such as a
simple concatenation rule, that we highlight with numerical examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

The development of quantum information processors
benefits from detailed modeling of underlying noise pro-
cesses for error attribution of benchmark performance [1–
9], control pulse optimizations [10, 11], and error correc-
tion [12–14]. As error rates become smaller, it becomes
important to develop simulation methods that are able to
faithfully simulate the noisy dynamics over longer time
scales in order to magnify the effects of noise. With prim-
itive operations on the order 100’s of nanoseconds, exper-
iments of benchmarking protocols can be on the order of
seconds [15, 16], so wall-clock simulations of these exper-
iments cover a broad range of timescales.

Accurate simulation of such systems can pose a seri-
ous challenge even in the case where the noise can be
described as a classical stochastic process in the Hamil-
tonian [17–23]. This is true, for example, for solid-state
qubit systems [24–29] where the T1 times for relaxation
processes are sufficiently large compared to T2 times such
that they may be ignored [30, 31]. These systems are
challenging to simulate, even with this simplification,
because they exhibit noise with temporally correlated
noise over large time scales such as in the case of 1/f
noise [32–35]. For example, brute-force integration of
the Schrödinger equation necessitates a small time step
to faithfully capture the high-frequency components of
the noise and avoid aliasing, but this small step size can
be orders of magnitude longer than the time needed to
study the effect of slow drift [16, 36–40] arising from the
low frequency components. This broad range of relevant
timescales results in high simulation cost.

In this work, we focus on the case of noise consisting
of classical stochastic processes in the Hamiltonian H(t)
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of the form:

H(t) = HI(t) +HN(t) , (1)

where HI(t) denotes the ideal time-dependent Hamilto-
nian that generates the ideal dynamics and HN(t) de-
notes the noise described by classical stochastic noise
processes. In this context, one approach to circumvent
the above multi-scale noise issue is to derive an effec-
tive quantum process description [41, 42] of the system
dynamics over some relevant time scale using the stan-
dard Magnus [43, 44] and cumulant expansion [45, 46].
This is accomplished by performing an ensemble av-
erage over the stochastic processes under suitable as-
sumptions about the noise. This approach can be re-
cast in terms of filter functions [17, 47–51], as presented
in Refs. [21, 22], which provides a convenient formu-
lation. The disadvantage of this approach though is
that in the case of a sequence of unitary operations, i.e.
U(tn, t0) =

∏n
k=1 Uk(tk, tk−1), such as those describing a

quantum circuit, there is not a concatenation rule to cal-
culate the quantum process except under the assumption
that the ideal Hamiltonian HI(t) is constant during each
interval [tk−1, tk] [21, 22].
Here we present an alternative approach to tackling the

multi-scale noise issue. We focus on stochastic processes
that can be expressed as a sum of independent Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck (OU) processes [52]. While choosing to focus
on OU processes, which are Markovian and Gaussian,
may seem restrictive, sums of independent OU processes
can give rise to non-Markovian Gaussian processes that
capture physically relevant 1/f power spectral densities
[53]. We nonetheless expect our approach to be applica-
ble to other Markovian processes.
In our approach, temporal coarse-graining is achieved

by conditioning each of our OU stochastic processes on
a realization of the noise process on a coarse time grid.
The conditioned stochastic process is then given by a se-
quence of OU bridge processes [54], where each bridge
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FIG. 1. Schematic of how the ensemble average is performed in our temporal coarse-graining approach. (a) The ensemble
average over independent OU stochastic processes, denoted by the purple brackets, is implemented using two different ensemble
averages. The first ensemble average (blue bracket) is over OU processes conditioned on a coarse realization of the process (blue
points). This is followed by an ensemble average over independent coarse noise realizations of the OU process (red bracket).
(b) The ensemble average over the conditioned OU processes satisfies a simple concatenation rule because each time segment
between a pair of coarse time points is independent. (c) The conditioned OU process can be expressed in terms of a deterministic
function, which depends on the coarse noise realization, and a zero-boundary bridge process that is independent of the coarse
noise realization. The zero-boundary bridge processes between segments are independent and identically distributed, and the
ensemble average is performed over the zero-boundary bridge processes.

process has its boundary values fixed by the coarse noise
realization. Each OU bridge processes can be further
expressed in terms of a deterministic function and an
OU bridge process that is fixed at zero at its bound-
aries. Performing an ensemble average over the zero-
boundary bridge process effectively integrates over the
high frequency components of the noise. Furthermore,
the independence of the zero-boundary bridge processes
means the ensemble average dynamics corresponds to a
composition of maps for each coarse time step, which
gives a simple concatenation rule. The ensemble average
over the noise is completed by taking an average over dif-
ferent realizations of the noise process on the coarse time
grid. We illustrate this procedure in Fig. 1.

This approach based on conditioning the stochas-
tic process gives rise to a ‘hybrid’ method involving
a Monte Carlo aspect (generating noise realizations on

the coarse time grid) and ensemble averaged dynam-
ics. We note that our approach is also different from
the approach of temporal coarse-graining proposed in
Ref. [55], which relies on implementing process tomog-
raphy sequentially in time. While our discussion fo-
cuses on Hamiltonian dynamics, the approach we de-
scribe can also be used for dynamics governed by a
Gorini–Kossakowski–Sudarshan–Lindblad master equa-
tion [56, 57] with classical stochastic noise.

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
give a detailed derivation of our approach using condi-
tioned stochastic processes. In Sec. III, we present three
examples to illustrate this approach. In particular, we
simulate repeated applications of a 3-qubit weight-2 par-
ity check circuit encoded in 6 spins. This simulation in-
volves a sequence of mid-circuit measurements, which re-
quires temporal correlation to be tracked across the mid-
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circuit measurement, and is achieved without any addi-
tional overhead with our method. In Sec. IV, we discuss
the computational costs of our method in more detail.
Finally, we conclude in Sec. V.

II. METHOD

A. Magnus and Cumulant Expansion Formalism

We proceed to give a detailed derivation of our ap-
proach for simulating the dynamics associated with a
time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) of the form in Eq. (1).
We express the exact unitary U generated by the Hamil-
tonian H(t) as a decomposition of an ideal unitary UI

and a noise unitary ŨN:

U(t, t0) = T exp

[
−i

∫ t

t0

dτH(τ)

]
= UI(t, t0)ŨN(t, t0) ,

(2)
where UI(t, t0) satisfies d

dtUI(t, t0) = −iHI(t)UI(t, t0).
Note that we assume units where ℏ = 1. The equation
of motion for ŨN(t, t0) is given by:

d

dt
ŨN(t, t0) = −iUI(t, t0)

†HN(t)UI(t, t0)ŨN (t, t0)

= −iH̃N(t)ŨN (t, t0) . (3)

We can formally solve this using a Magnus expansion
[43, 44],

ŨN(t, t0) = exp

[
−i

∞∑
n=1

Φ̃n(t, t0)

]
. (4)

The first-order term is given by:

Φ̃1(t, t0) =

∫ t

t0

dτH̃N(τ) . (5)

The second-order term in our Magnus expansion is:

Φ̃2(t, t0) = − i

2

∫ t

t0

dt1

∫ t1

t0

dt2

[
H̃N(t1), H̃N(t2)

]
. (6)

We note that both Φ̃1 and Φ̃2 are Hermitian operators,

so the operator exp(−i
(
Φ̃1(t, t0) + Φ̃2(t, t0)

)
is unitary.

To proceed, let us assume that HN(t) =∑n
α=1 ηα(t)Bα(t), where ηα(t) is a pure real stochastic

process and Bα(t) is a time-dependent Hermitian
operator. We then have:

H̃N(τ, t0) = UI(τ, t0)
†HN(τ)UI(τ, t0)

=
∑
α

ηα(τ)UI(τ, t0)
†Bα(τ)UI(τ, t0)

=
∑
α

ηα(τ)B̃α(τ, t0) . (7)

We now go one step further and assume that {Pk} form a
Hermitian orthonormal basis of operators for the vector
space of linear operators (Liouville space). Then we can
expand:

B̃α(τ, t0) =

d2∑
k=1

B̃αk(τ, t0)Pk , (8)

where

B̃αk(τ, t0) = Tr
(
PkB̃α(τ, t0)

)
= Tr

(
PkU

†
I (τ, t0)Bα(τ)UI(τ, t0)

)
= Tr

(
Bα(τ)UI(τ, t0)PkU

†
I (τ, t0)

)
. (9)

We can interpret the expression for B̃αk(τ, t0) in Eq. (9)
in the superoperator formalism, where this would corre-
spond to the inner product (Bα(τ)|UI(τ, t0)|Pk). We then
have for the first-order Magnus term:

Φ̃1(t, t0) =

d2∑
k=1

Pk

(∫ t

t0

dτ

n∑
α=1

ηα(τ)B̃αk(τ, t0)

)
. (10)

Suppose for example that τ > t1 > t0. We can then
express

B̃αk(τ, t0) = Tr (Bα(τ)UI(τ, t1)UI(t1, t0)Pk

U†
I (t1, t0)U

†
I (τ, t1)

)
= (Bα(τ)|UI(τ, t1)UI(t1, t0)|Pk)

=

d2∑
l=1

B̃αl(τ, t1) (UI(t1, t0))lk , (11)

where UI is the superoperator associated with UI:

UI(t, t0) = UI(t, t0) ⊙ U†
I (t, t0), where ⊙ denotes the ar-

gument of the superoperator.
The derivation for the second-order Magnus term pro-

ceeds in a similar way. Using our expressions in Eqs. (7)
and (8), we have:

Φ̃2(t, t0) = − i

2

d2∑
k,k′=1

(∫ t

t0

dt1

n∑
α=1

ηα(t1)B̃αk(t1, t0)

∫ t1

t0

n∑
α′=1

ηα′(t2)B̃α′k′(t2, t0)

)
[Pk, Pk′ ] . (12)

It is now convenient to consider the superoperator asso-
ciated with the unitary ŨN, given by

ŨN(t, t0) = ŨN(t, t0)⊙ ŨN(t, t0)
† = e−i

∑∞
n=1 L̃n(t,t0) ,

(13)

where L̃n(t, t0) are the superoperator Magnus expansion
terms:

L̃1(t, t0) =
[
Φ̃1(t, t0),⊙

]
, (14a)

L̃2(t, t0) =
[
Φ̃2(t, t0),⊙

]
. (14b)
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In order to perform an ensemble average over stochas-
tic noise realizations, which we denote by ⊙, we use the
cumulant expansion. The cumulant expansion of ŨN is
given by [45]:

ŨN(t, t0) = eK(t,t0) , (15)

and

K(t, t0) =

∞∑
k=1

(−i)k

k!

( ∞∑
n=1

L̃n(t, t0)

)k
c

, (16)

where ⊙c
denotes the cumulant average. For example:

ηα(t)
c
= ηα(t) , ηα(t)ηβ(t)

c
= ηα(t)ηβ(t)−ηα(t)·ηβ(t) .

(17)
If we consider the k = 1 term of K, we have:( ∞∑

n=1

L̃n(t, t0)

)c

=

( ∞∑
n=1

L̃n(t, t0)

)
=

( ∞∑
n=2

L̃n(t, t0)

)
,

where we have assumed that the noise has mean zero so
the average of the n = 1 term gives zero. Therefore, the
leading-order behavior of K is given by:

K(t, t0) = −i
(
L̃2(t, t0) + . . .

)
−1

2

(
L̃1(t, t0)2 + . . .

)
+ . . . , (18)

where the first (second) term arises from the k = 1
(k = 2) term, respectively. We give explicit expressions
for these two terms in Appendix A, which reproduce the
results of Ref. [22]. The first term is anti-Hermitian,(
−iL̃2(t, t0)

)†
= iL̃2(t, t0), so it corresponds to coherent

errors since it generates unitary dynamics. The second

term is Hermitian,
(
L̃1(t, t0)2

)†
=
(
L̃1(t, t0)2

)
, so it cor-

responds to decoherence described by a Liouvillian. Our
final result is then that the evolution is approximated up
to second order in the noise strength by:

U(t, t0) ≈ UI(t, t0)e
−iL̃2(t,t0)− 1

2 L̃1(t,t0)2 . (19)

For a fixed t and t0, the error associated with truncat-
ing the Magnus and cumulant expansion can be reduced
by truncating at a higher order. However another source
of error can arise in calculating the integrals in Eqs. (10)
and (12) numerically. If Eq. (9) must be computed on a
discrete time grid, for example if UI(τ, t0) is not known
analytically as a function of τ , then this time grid must
be sufficiently fine such that these computations have an
error that is smaller than that due to the truncated Mag-
nus and cumulant expansion.

B. Ensemble Average over Bridge Processes

We now to restrict to the case where the classical noise
processes {ηα(t)} are given by an arbitrary sum of OU

processes:

ηα(t) =
∑
n

Xαn(t) , (20)

where the set {Xαn(t)} are independent OU processes.
An OU process X(t) is a stochastic process satisfying
the stochastic differential equation [52]

dX(t) = γ (µ−X(t)dt) + σdW (t) , (21)

where γ, σ > 0 and µ are parameters characterizing the
process and dW (t) denotes the Wiener increment. In
addition to their nice mathematical properties, sums of
OU processes can approximate 1/f noise when their pa-
rameters are chosen appropriately [32, 33, 53, 58, 59].
For completeness, we provide background information
on OU processes in Appendix B. We now assume we
have a realization of the OU process at time increments
{t0, t1, . . . } such that Xαn(tk) = xαnk. The OU pro-
cess conditioned on adjacent values at tk and tk−1 is de-
noted by (Xαn(t)|Xαn(tk−1) = xαnk−1, Xαn(tk) = xαnk)
and corresponds to an OU bridge process with boundary
values xαnk−1 at tk−1 and xαnk at tk. We express our
conditioned process as:

(Xαn(t)|Xαn(tk−1) = xαnk−1, Xαn(tk) = xαnk)

= E [(Xαnk(t)|Xαn(tk−1) = xαnk−1, Xαn(tk) = xαnk)]

+ (X ′
αn(t)|Xαn(tk−1) = xαnk−1, Xαn(tk) = xαnk)

= η
(D)
αnk(t) + η

(S)
αnk(t) . (22)

The first term is the expectation value of an OU bridge
process, and it depends on the boundary values in a fixed
way. The second term is a (stochastic) OU bridge process
that evaluates to zero at tk−1 and tk and is independent
of the boundary values and hence the specific noise real-
ization. Because we have assumed the OU processes are
independent, the only non-zero two-point correlator is
between the stochastic variable with itself. We give fur-
ther details about OU bridge processes in Appendix C,
including analytic expressions for the expectation value
of the OU bridge process (Eq. (C4)) and of the two-point
correlation function (Eq. (C6)).

We now repeat the analysis in Sec. II A but where
we have conditioned on a noise realization with values
for the stochastic processes specified on the time grid
{t0, t1, . . . }. We express our unitary U(t, t0) as a se-
quence of unitaries,

∏
k=1 U(tk, tk−1), where for each

U(tk, tk−1) = UI(tk, tk−1)ŨN(tk, tk−1) we perform the
same Magnus expansion presented earlier. For each time
interval [tk, tk−1], we can express the stochastic processes
ηαn(t) during that interval in terms of a deterministic

function η
(D)
αnk(t) and a zero-boundary stochastic bridge

process η
(S)
αnk(t) as in Eq. (22). Finally, we perform the

ensemble average but only on the zero-boundary bridge
processes. Because the zero-boundary bridge processes
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are independent, we have the following property:

∏
k=1

UI(tk, tk−1)ŨN(tk, tk−1) =

∏
k=1

UI(tk, tk−1)ŨN(tk, tk−1) . (23)

This ensemble average corresponds to averaging over
all noise trajectories that connect the boundary terms
(xαnk−1, xαnk). The cumulant expansion then takes the
form:

K(tk, tk−1) = −i
(
L̃(D)
1 (tk, tk−1) + L̃(D)

2 (tk, tk−1) + . . .
)

−1

2

(
L̃(S)
1 (tk, tk−1)2 + L̃(S)

2 (tk, tk−1) + . . .
)
+ . . . , (24)

where L̃(D)
1 , L̃(D)

2 only depend on the functions
{
η
(D)
αnk(t)

}
and L̃(S)

1 (tk, tk−1)2, L̃(S)
2 (tk, tk−1) only depend on the 2-

point correlations of
{
η
(S)
αnk(t)

}
. Further details are pro-

vided in Appendix A. We note that because the deter-
ministic functions and two-point correlation functions are
known analytically (Eq. (C6)), the integrals associated

with ŨN(tk, tk−1) can be evaluated without the need of
generating fine-grained noise realizations.

We conclude by noting that we have the freedom to
choose our time increments {t1, t2, . . . } and that these
increments need not be evenly spaced. Because the sepa-
ration of the time increments dictates the duration of the
bridge process, the separation effectively dictates which
components of the noise are treated as decoherence ver-
sus coherent errors in a given increment. Using longer
increments has the advantage of requiring fewer steps to
realize the total dynamics, but it also incurs a higher ap-
proximation error in the truncated Magnus and cumulant
expansion.

III. RESULTS

A. Single-Qubit Example

As a first example, we consider the case of a single-
qubit Hamiltonian with only a noise term of the form
H(t) = 1

2η(t)σ
x, where σx denotes the Pauli-x opera-

tor and η(t) is our classical stochastic process. In this
case, the ideal evolution corresponds to the identity op-
eration, and Bα(t) = 1

2σ
x. For simplicity, we consider

the case where η(t) is given by a single OU process, and
we generate a realization of the process at time incre-
ments {tk}. We write the conditioned OU process in

the interval t ∈ [tk−1, tk] as η
(D)
k (t) + η

(S)
k (t), where the

first term is deterministic and dependent on the realized
noise trajectory and the second term is the zero-boundary
bridge process that is independent of the realized noise

trajectory. Our zero-boundary bridge-ensemble averaged
quantum process then takes the form:

U(tk, tk−1) = exp

[
−i

∫ tk

tk−1

η
(D)
k (τ)dτ

[
1

2
σx,⊙

]

+

∫∫ tk

tk−1

η
(S)
k (τ1)η

(S)
k (τ2)dτ1dτ2

1

4
(σx ⊙ σx −⊙)

]
,(25)

where the explicit forms of η
(D)
k (τ) and η

(S)
k (τ1)η

(S)
k (τ2)

are given in Eqs. (C4) and (C6) respectively. The first
term in the exponential corresponds to a noise trajectory-
dependent coherent error, with a strength given by the
average drift of the noise over the time interval. The sec-
ond term corresponds to a noise trajectory-independent
dephasing in the σx basis, with a strength given by the
two-point correlation of the zero-boundary bridge pro-
cess.

B. Two-Qubit Example

As a second example, we consider the case of fluctua-
tions of the exchange coupling between two spins:

H(t) = J(1 + η(t))S⃗1 · S⃗2 (26)

where Sa = 1
2σ

a for a = x, y, z are the spin-1/2 op-
erators. We define the eigenbasis of Sz to be given
by the spin-up | ↑⟩ and spin-down | ↓⟩ states such that
Sz|↑⟩ = 1

2 |↑⟩ and Sz|↓⟩ = − 1
2 |↓⟩.

Because we are only considering a single noise oper-
ator, we drop the α index. We choose to work in the
eigenbasis of the Hamiltonian given by the singlet and
triplet states:

|S0⟩ =
1√
2
(|↑↓⟩ − |↓↑⟩) , (27a)

|T0⟩ =
1√
2
(|↑↓⟩+ |↓↑⟩) , (27b)

|T−⟩ = |↓↓⟩ , (27c)

|T+⟩ = |↑↑⟩ . (27d)

We write the ideal evolution operator in the interval t ∈
[tk, tk−1] as:

UI(t, tk−1) = ei
3
4J(τ−tk−1)|S0⟩⟨S0| ⊕ e−i 1

4J(τ−tk−1)

× (|T−⟩⟨T−|+ |T0⟩⟨T0|+ |Tp⟩⟨Tp|) , (28)

which suggests that a convenient choice of operator basis
is one where we have:

P0 = |S0⟩⟨S0| , (29a)

P1 =
1√
3
(|T−⟩⟨T−|+ |T0⟩⟨T0|+ |T+⟩⟨T+|) , (29b)
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such that the only non-zero B̃k terms are given by:

B̃0(τ, t0) = −3

4
J , (30a)

B̃1(τ, t0) =

√
3

4
J . (30b)

The remaining operators can be built using the Gell-
Mann basis and terms that map between the two sub-
spaces. We provide a complete list of the basis operators
in Appendix D. If we consider the case of a single OU
process and condition it on a specific realization at the
time points {tk} like in our single-qubit example from the
previous section, we find the integration over the zero-
boundary bridge process gives:

−iL̃(S)
2 (tk, tk−1) = 0 , (31)

−1

2
L̃(S)
1 (tk, tk−1)2 =

∫∫ tk

tk−1

dt1dt2 η(S)(t1)η(S)(t2)

×
√

B̃2
0 + B̃2

1

(
L⊙ L† − 1

2

{
L†L,⊙

})
, (32)

with L = B0P0 + B1P1 = JS⃗1 · S⃗2. Therefore, the inte-
grated stochastic process gives rise to dephasing in the

eigenbasis of the operator S⃗1 · S⃗2, corresponding to losing
any coherence between the S = 0 and S = 1 subspaces.

Similarly, the deterministic contributions are given by:

L̃(D)
1 (tk, tk−1) =

∫ tk

tk−1

dτη(D)
α (τ)

[
JS⃗1 · S⃗2,⊙

]
,(33)

L̃(D)
2 (tk, tk−1) = 0 , (34)

corresponding to a constant shift to the Hamiltonian that
depends on the specific boundary values, which then re-
sults in a coherent over- or under-rotation.

C. Weight-2 Parity Check using Three
Singlet-Triplet Qubits

For our non-trivial example, we consider a weight-2
parity check circuit depicted in Fig. 2. This example is
meant to highlight one of the advantages of our approach,
which is that it can handle simulating a sequence of mid-
circuit measurements without additional overhead. For
example, there are two approaches we could take to sim-
ulating a sequence of NM mid-circuit measurements. The
first approach would be to fix the NM measurement out-
comes and calculate the probability of observing such a
sequence. This would require us to perform a total 2NM

simulations in order to calculate the probability of each of
the possible sequences of measurement outcomes, which
would be prohibitive if NM is large.
The second approach is to perform importance sam-

pling by evolving the system up to each measurement
and sample the measurement outcomes from the asso-
ciated probability distribution. This approach is signif-
icantly more efficient when the number of independent

<latexit sha1_base64="2FFNgihFRXbnnBBg/1COAsY5duI="></latexit>

|0i

FIG. 2. A weight-2 parity check circuit on two qubits (top
and bottom wires) using a single ancilla qubit (center wire)
prepared in the |0⟩ state.

simulations needed to build statistical confidence in esti-
mates is significantly smaller than 2NM . However, if we
were to perform such a simulation in the Filter Function
formalism, calculating the outcome probabilities for any
given measurement requires calculating the evolution of
the state from its initial state and not simply from the
previous measurement. This is the only way to prop-
agate the noise correlations through the measurements.
This is in contrast to our hybrid approach, where the
state can be projected by the measurement and evolved
to the next measurement because the noise correlations
are carried naturally through the measurement by the
coarse-grained noise trajectory.
We choose to use singlet-triplet qubits [26, 60],

whereby a single qubit is encoded into the zero-
magnetization states of two spins. The computational
basis states are defined as the zero-magnetization singlet
and triplet states:

|0⟩ ≡ |S⟩ , |1⟩ ≡ |T0⟩ , (35)

The remaining two triplet states with non-zero magneti-
zation are leakage states. The qubit Pauli operators can
then be identified in terms of the spin operators as [29]:

σx → Sz
1 − Sz

2 ,

σy → 2ẑ ·
(
S⃗2 × S⃗1

)
,

σz → 2
(
Sz
1S

z
2 − S⃗1 · S⃗2

)
. (36)

For the three-qubit problem (6 spins) in Fig. 2, we
assume the spins are arranged in a line and are described
by the ideal Hamiltonian:

H(t) =

5∑
i=1

Ji,i+1(t)S⃗i · S⃗i+1 + µB

6∑
i=1

giB
z
i S

z
i . (37)

Single-qubit gates on the three qubits are enacted by
controlling the exchange interactions J12, J34, J56 respec-
tively, and two qubit gates require additionally control-
ling J23, J45. In Appendix E, we present implementa-
tions of a single-qubit identity operation1 and two-qubit

1 Even in the absence of exchange interactions, the qubit Hamilto-
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CNOT gates for a particular choice of the magnetic fields
{giBz

i }, where we assume that the exchange interaction
pulses are given by 20 ns square pulses followed by 20 ns
idle times. For our parameter choices, each CNOT gate
takes 360 ns.

For our noise Hamiltonian, we include magnetic noise
along all three directions for each spin, and we include
fluctuations for each exchange interaction. The noise
Hamiltonian is expressed as:

HN(t) =

6∑
i=1

∑
α=x,y,z

δBα
i (t)S

α
i

+

5∑
i=1

δJi,i+1(t)S⃗i · S⃗i+1 . (38)

For simplicity, we assume that the δBα
i are described by

identical and independent stochastic processes. Further-
more, we take δJi,i+1(t) = Ji,i+1ξi,i+1(t).

In what follows, we study the behavior of the parity
measurement outcomes under different noise processes.
Specifically, we choose:

1. 1/f Noise Model: The stochastic processes δBα
i

and ξi,i+1 are given by a sum of independent OU
processes such that the PSD of each is approxi-
mately 1/f in the range between fmin and fmax.
This is achieved by having the γ parameter of the
OU processes be linearly spaced on a log scale be-
tween 2πfmin and 2πfmax, and for each OU process
we take σ2 = pγ. This is the Gaussian noise ana-
logue of generating approximately 1/f noise from
an ensemble of independent telegraph noise sources,
each of which contributes an OU-like Lorentzian
power spectral density [32]. Therefore, the two sets
of {δBα

i } and {ξi,i+1} are characterized by (a) an
fmin and fmax, (b) the number of OU processes,
and (c) the parameter p.

2. Quasi-static Noise Model: The stochastic processes
δBα

i and ξi,i+1 are given by quasi-static noise. This
corresponds to taking σ2 = pγ followed by γ → 0
for an OU process. Additional details about how
quasi-static noise is a limit of the OU process are
given in Appendix F. This will mean that noise
processes take a constant value during our simula-

tions (this means L̃(S)
1,2 = 0), but where the value

is a Gaussian random number with variance p/2.
Therefore, the two sets of {δBα

i } and {ξi,i+1} are
characterized by a single parameter p.

nian is given by H = µB(giBi−gi+1Bi+1)σ
x, which implements

a constant-rate rotation around the x-axis of the Bloch sphere.
In our approach, we implement the identity operation by puls-
ing Ji,i+1 as opposed to waiting for the qubit to perform a full
rotation around the Bloch sphere [61].

3. Bernoulli Noise Model: A useful example to con-
trast against our physical models above is the case
where the parity-flip rate is constant and indepen-
dent of the parity sector. In this case, the time se-
ries of parity flips is described by a Bernoulli pro-
cess. (The measurement outcomes are described
by a telegraph process with a constant rate.) This
noise model is parameterized by a single parameter
q corresponding to the probability of a parity flip
at any given measurement.

We tune the parameters of the first two noise mod-
els so that they give identical free induction decay and
exchange decay T ∗

2 times, even though the functional de-

pendence can vary from e−t/T∗
2 to e−(t/T∗

2 )3 . This tuning
is described in Appendix G.
We now proceed to simulate repeated weight-2 parity

check measurements. For simplicity, we assume the mea-
surement is instantaneous and error free, where the mea-
surement outcomes correspond to measuring the singlet
or any of the three triplet states for the two-spin system.
We also assume the reset of the auxiliary qubit is instan-
taneous and error-free. The OU processes that comprise
δBα

i and δJi,i+1 in Eq. (38) are continued through the
measurements so that we can study the role of drift on
the measurement outcomes.
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FIG. 3. A single realization of the parity expectation value of
the data qubits ⟨ 1

2
(11− σz

1σ
z
3)⟩ (solid blue line) and the mea-

surement outcomes (orange circles) for the 1/f noise model
with no idle time between measurements. A total of 300 mea-
surements are shown, and each measurement is separated by
720ns corresponding to the time required to implement the
two CNOTs. Inset: Zoom of the early time behavior where
the parity expectation value is close to 0.

In order to understand the role of the finite-time
CNOTs in causing parity flips, we first consider the case
where the CNOTs are instantaneous so that there is no
time for errors to accumulate on the data and measure-
ment qubits. In this case, we expect the measurement
outcome to always be 0 (even parity) irrespective of
how many times the parity measurement is performed.
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FIG. 4. The expectation value of the measurement outcome
during the sequence of weight-2 parity measurements for dif-
ferent noise models. The Bernoulli process uses a parity-flip
probability of q = 3 × 10−3 in order to closely match the
results of the 1/f noise model. The solid lines correspond
to fits to a

(
1− e2λt

)
with (a, λ) = (0.475 ± 0.004, 0.00327 ±

6 × 10−5), (0.361 ± 0.004, 0.00351 ± 8 × 10−5), (0.494 ± 6 ×
10−3, 0.00316 ± 6 × 10−5) for the 1/f , quasi-static and
Bernoulli processes. The results are averaged over a total
of 4× 103 independent simulations, with the error bars being
the 2σ confidence interval as estimated by performing a boot-
strap over the independent simulations. We only show every
4-th measurement for clarity.

We now consider the effect of finite-time CNOTs, and
we show in Fig. 3 one realization of the measurement
outcomes for a sequence of 300 measurements, where
we plot the parity expectation value of the data qubits
⟨ 12 (11− σz

1σ
z
3)⟩ as well as the measurement outcomes. We

can make two observations about the effect of the imper-
fect CNOTs. First, we observe that the accumulation
of errors during the implementation of the CNOTs can
result (although with small probability for our parame-
ter choices) in parity measurement errors and the parity
of the data qubits flipping. Second, the act of perform-
ing the parity measurement does not perfectly project
the data qubits to the parity sector associated with the
measurement outcome. This is most easily seen in the
inset of Fig. 3, where the parity expectation value is not
restored to 0 even though a 0 is measured. Therefore,
there is the additional possibility of residual errors in the
data qubits corresponding to not being in a single parity
sector even after a measurement is performed.

When averaged over independent noise realizations, we
can study the average measurement outcome for each
measurement. For the early measurements, we expect
the average to be close to 0 since the data qubits are
unlikely to have accumulated enough errors to cause a
parity flip. As the number of CNOTs and measurements
performed increases, we expect this value to grow and to
saturate at 1/2 in the absence of leakage, whereby the
system has equal probability of being measured in either

parity sector. In the presence of leakage, the saturation
value may vary. For example, if each of the four states of
each data qubit are equally likely, then the expectation
value should be 3/8 in the absence of any other source of
error2.
We show our simulation results for the average mea-

surement outcome in Fig. 4, where the probability of
a parity flip for the Bernoulli model is chosen to best
approximate the behavior of the 1/f model. We find
that although the 1/f and quasi-static noise models were
tuned to have the same T ∗

2 times, they exhibit quantita-
tively different features. In addition to having different
parity-flip rates, the quasi-static model saturates to a
value closer to 3/8 compared to 1/2 for the 1/f model,
suggesting that leakage is more pronounced for the quasi-
static model.
We find that the expectation value of measurement

outcomes at each measurement step (Fig. 4) can be well
fit to the function a

(
1− e−2λt

)
. This is the expected

functional form for the behavior of the Bernoulli parity-
flip process starting in the even parity sector with a con-
stant transition rate λ for both transitions, but we find
that the 1/f and quasi-static noise models also fit this
behavior very well. However, as we show next this does
not mean that these two noise models have a constant
transition rate.
In order to study the statistics of parity-flip events, we

define the time series of parity-flip events by:

M ′
i [0] = 0 ,M ′

i [j ≥ 1] =

{
0 if Mi[j − 1] = Mi[j]
1 if Mi[j − 1] ̸= Mi[j]

,

(39)
where Mi[j] denotes the j-th measurement outcome of
the i-th simulation. We calculated the one-sided power
spectral density (PSD) of each time series M ′

i followed
by averaging over i, which for the Bernoulli process with
a constant transition rate should give a flat PSD. As we
show in Fig. 5, our simulations for the 1/f and quasi-
static noise models exhibit a peak in their PSD, indi-
cating that the transition rate is not constant during
the measurement sequence. Such variations would then
need to be taken into account in the design of error cor-
rection decoders for example (for a recent review, see
Ref. [62]). We can attribute this to the non-trivial ef-
fect of the noise on the realization of the parity mea-
surement, where the finite-duration CNOTs and noisy
ancillas results in non-trivial parity-flip statistics. Simu-
lations where the CNOTs are instantaneous, the ancilla
qubit is uncorrupted, and where we apply the identity
operation for the data qubits for 720ns (the same total
duration of the two finite-time CNOTs) exhibit a flatter
PSD for the quasi-static noise model. We show this in
Appendix H.

2 Because all triplet states are measured as ‘1’, there are a total
of ten basis states that give rise to 0 measurement and six basis
states that give rise to a 1 measurement.



9

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Frequency

0.0025

0.0050

0.0075

0.0100

0.0125

0.0150

0.0175
P

ow
er

sp
ec

tr
al

d
en

si
ty

1/f

Quasi-static

Bernoulli

FIG. 5. PSD of the parity-flip time series (Eq. (39)) de-
rived from the measurement outcomes for the two simulated
noise models and an independent simulation of a Bernoulli
process. The simulated Bernoulli process uses a probability
of q = 3 × 10−3 and 300 measurements in order to match
the other simulations. The PSD is estimated using Welch’s
method [63] as implemented in SciPy 1.14.1 [64] using a seg-
ment length of 30. The results are averaged over a total of
4× 103 independent simulations, with the error bars (mostly
hidden by the markers) being the 2σ confidence interval as
inferred by performing a bootstrap over each simulation’s es-
timated PSD.

IV. COMPUTATIONAL EFFICIENCY

We briefly discuss aspects of the computational effi-
ciency that are specific to our temporal coarse graining
method. Given the parameters of the stochastic processes
that comprise the noise model, the ideal Hamiltonian
H(t), and a coarse time grid, most of the terms appear-
ing in Eq. (24) can be pre-computed independently of any
specific noise trajectory on the coarse-time grid. These
noise-trajectory-independent pieces can be pre-computed
once and stored for use in repeated realizations of the
simulation. For each noise operator Bα(t) with associ-
ated stochastic process ηα(t) that is expressed in terms
of Nα OU processes, we have Nα contributions to each

of L̃(S)
1 (tk, tk−1)2 and L̃(S)

2 (tk, tk−1) that only depend on
the two point correlation of the OU zero-boundary bridge
process, which is specified by the properties of the OU
process. This only scales as Nα for each noise opera-

tor even for L̃(S)
2 (tk, tk−1) because the different OU zero-

boundary bridge processes are independent. Thus the
cost of this pre-computation scales as

∑
α Nα.

The term L̃(D)
1 (tk, tk−1) can be expressed as a linear

function of the noise trajectory values at tk and tk−1,
and the coefficients of these functions can be expressed
in terms of the properties of the OU processes. Thus, the
cost of this pre-computation scales as

∑
α Nα.

The term L̃(D)
2 (tk, tk−1) is a quadratic function of the

noise trajectory values at tk and tk−1. The coefficients of

these functions can be expressed in terms of the proper-
ties of the OU processes, but because there is no ensemble
averaging in these terms we cannot take advantage of the
OU processes being independent. Therefore, the cost of
this pre-computation scales as (

∑
α Nα)

2
. This can be-

come costly when the total number of OU processes is
large, giving a disadvantage relative to the filter function
approach, for example.
As in our example in Sec. III C, the terms associated

with circuit elements that appear repeatedly (the two
CNOT operations) only need to be pre-computed once
since these terms do not depend on where the circuit ele-
ment appears in the circuit. The concatenation of circuit
elements is performed trivially as in Eq. (23).
Thus, once this pre-computation is performed, the cost

of a simulation only includes: (1) generating a noise real-
ization on the coarse time grid, (2) applying Eq. (18)
using the decomposition in Eq. (24) using the gener-
ated noise realization, and (3) repeating steps (1) and
(2) NMC times to achieve a desired statistical accuracy.
The Monte Carlo overhead of performing NMC may be
large, but independent noise trajectory simulations can
be performed in parallel, reducing the temporal overhead
of NMC by a factor that only depends on the available
computing resources.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have developed an approach for im-
plementing temporally coarse-grained dynamics. The ap-
proach relies on a Monte Carlo aspect, where realizations
of the noise processes are generated over a coarse time
grid, and conditioning the dynamics on a noise realiza-
tion. The conditioned process between two time points
can then be expressed in terms of a deterministic function
and a (stochastic) zero-boundary bridge process. The
zero-boundary bridge processes associated with the dif-
ferent (non-overlapping) pair of time points are indepen-
dent, and we perform an ensemble average over the zero-
boundary bridge processes. This effectively integrates
out the high-frequency components (short timescales) of
the noise, while the correlations over longer timescales
are mediated by the coarse noise realization.
We focus on noise processes that can be expressed as

a sum of OU processes, where (1) we can express the
deterministic function and the two-point correlation of
the zero-boundary bridge process analytically, (2) the
stochastic component of the zero-boundary bridge pro-
cess is independent of coarse noise realization, and (3)
we can generate noise trajectories exactly. This means
that there are three sources of error in our approach: the
order at which we truncate our Magnus and cumulant
expansion, the numerical accuracy of the integrals in the
Magnus expansion terms, and sampling errors from av-
eraging over a finite number of noise trajectories.
While OU processes are a convenient choice for us, we

expect the general formalism to be applicable to other
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Markovian processes, although some simplifications may
be lost. As noted, when using an OU process, the zero-
boundary bridge process between time points tk−1 and tk
is independent of the two values of coarse noise trajectory
at those time points, requiring computation of only a
single noise propagator. However, if we were to consider
a telegraph process [65], which is Markovian but non-
Gaussian, the zero-boundary bridge process as defined in
Eq. (22) would depend on the value of the process at tk−1

and tk. Nevertheless, there would only be a finite number
of values at these time points to consider for such a case,
so their pre-computation remains feasible.

We have demonstrated our approach with two exam-
ples. With the simple single-qubit example, we are able
to explicitly show how the ensemble average over the
zero-boundary bridge processes results in decoherence-
type dynamics. This fits with our intuitive picture of this
averaging being effectively like integrating over the high-
frequency components of the noise. We highlight the
advantages of our approach, namely that concatenation
is trivial without any additional cost in the presence of
mid-circuit measurements, using the much more compli-
cated example of sequential parity check measurements
using three qubits in a singlet-triplet encoding (total of
six spins). In this example, we are able to simulate many
measurements in order to extract the temporal fluctu-
ations in the parity-flip rate. While our analysis of the
different features of the parity measurements allows us to
discriminate between our very different noise models, it is
not clear whether this measurement alone provides a use-
ful form of noise spectroscopy for noise models that are

more similar. It would be interesting to study whether
other quantum error correction-type measurements give
more discriminatory power, and we leave this for future
work.
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lat, Y. Feng, E. W. Moore, J. VanderPlas, D. Laxalde,

J. Perktold, R. Cimrman, I. Henriksen, E. A. Quintero,
C. R. Harris, A. M. Archibald, A. H. Ribeiro, F. Pe-
dregosa, P. van Mulbregt, and SciPy 1.0 Contributors,
SciPy 1.0: Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Com-
puting in Python, Nature Methods 17, 261 (2020).

[65] M. Kac, A stochastic model related to the telegrapher’s
equation, The Rocky Mountain Journal of Mathematics
4, 497 (1974).

[66] N. Wiener, Generalized harmonic analysis, Acta Mathe-
matica 55, 117 (1930).

[67] A. Khintchine, Korrelationstheorie der stationären
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Appendix A: Explicit Expressions for Second Order
Cumulant Expansion Terms

We express the second order terms of the superoper-
ator K(t, t0) (Eq. (18)) in terms of the Hermitian or-

thonormal basis {Pk}d
2−1

k=0 with respect to the Hilbert-
Schmidt inner product: Tr (PkPl) = δkl basis, such that
Kij(t, t0) = Tr (PiK(t, t0)(Pj)). The terms are given by:

−iL̃1(t, t0) = −i
∑
α

∑
k

∫ t

t0

dt1ηα(t1)

× B̃α,k(t1, t0) [Pk,⊙] = 0 , (A1a)

−iL̃2(t, t0) = −1

2

∑
α,β

∑
k,l

∫ t

t0

dt1

∫ t1

t0

dt2 ηα(t1)ηβ(t2)

× B̃αk(t1, t0)B̃βl(t2, t0) [[Pk, Pl] ,⊙]

= −1

2

∑
α,β

∑
k,l

∆αβ,kl(t, t0) [[Pk, Pl] ,⊙] ,

(A1b)

−1

2
L̃1(t, t0)2 = −1

2

∑
αβ

∑
kl

∫ t

t0

dt1

∫ t

t0

dt2 ηα(t1)ηβ(t2)

× B̃αk(t1, t0)B̃βl(t2, t0) [Pk, [Pl,⊙]]

= −1

2

∑
αβ

∑
kl

Γαβ,kl(t, t0) [Pk, [Pl,⊙]] .

(A1c)

where we have assumed that ηα(t) = 0. The matrix
representation of these terms requires us to calculate:

Tr (Pi [[Pk, Pl] , Pj ]) = fijkl , (A2a)

Tr (Pi [Pk, [Pl, Pj ]]) = gijkl . (A2b)
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Using this notation the matrix representation of K(t, t0)
is given by:

Kij(t, t0) = −1

2

∑
α,β

∑
k,l

(fijkl∆αβ,kl(t, t0)

+gijklΓαβ,kl(t, t0)) , (A3)

agreeing with the derivation in Ref. [22].
In the case of the conditioned process, we replace ηα(t)

by
∑

n η
(D)
αnk(t) + η

(S)
αnk(t), which is the sum of the de-

terministic function and the stochastic zero-boundary
bridge process in the time interval [tk, tk−1]. The index
k denotes the specific pair of boundary values. Because

only the terms η
(S)
αnk(t) are stochastic, the ensemble aver-

age only affects these terms. We can therefore write each
of the terms in Eq. (A1) as:

L̃1(tk, tk−1) = L̃(D)
1 (tk, tk−1) (A4a)

L̃2(tk, tk−1) = L̃(D)
2 (tk, tk−1) + L̃(S)

2 (tk, tk−1) , (A4b)

L̃1(tk, tk−1)2 = L̃(D)
1 (tk, tk−1)

2 + L̃(S)
1 (tk, tk−1)2 ,

(A4c)

where each term has the same form as in Eq. (A1) ex-

cept with ηα replaced by
∑

n η
(D)
αnk or

∑
n η

(S)
αnk. In the

conditioned case, while η
(S)
αnk(t) = 0, we must include the

contribution from η
(D)
αnk(t) at first order. There are no

terms that mix the two types of terms at second order

because η
(S)
αnkη

(D)
α′n′k′ = 0. The cumulant expansion then

takes the form given in Eq. (24).

Appendix B: Background on Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
Processes

An OU process Xt is a stochastic process satisfying the
stochastic differential equation [52]

dXt = γ (µ−Xtdt) + σdWt , (B1)

where γ, σ > 0 and µ are parameters characterizing the
process and Wt denotes a Wiener process. To solve
this equation analytically, one goes through the following
steps. Let us define the function f(Xt, t) = Xte

γt. From
this we get:

df(Xt, t) = γXte
γtdt+ eγtdXt

= γXte
γtdt+ eγt (γ(µ−Xt)dt+ σdWt)

= µγeγtdt+ eγtσdWt . (B2)

Conditioned on a value of x0 at time t = 0, we can inte-
grate this expression from 0 to t to give:

Xte
γt − x0 = µγ

∫ t

0

dseγs + σ

∫ t

0

eγsσdWs . (B3)

Rewriting, we get:

Xt = x0e
−γt + µ

(
1− e−γt

)
+ σe−γt

∫ t

0

eγsdWs . (B4)

We now use the fact that∫ t

0

f(s)dWs ∼ N
(
0,

∫ t

0

f(s)2
)

, (B5)

which for us gives:∫ t

0

eγsdWs ∼ N
(
0,

1

2γ

(
e2γt − 1

))
, (B6)

which has the same distribution as 1√
2γ
We2

γt−1. There-

fore, the analytical solution for the process is given by:

(Xt|X0 = x0) = x0e
−γt + µ

(
1− e−γt

)
+

σ√
2γ

e−γtWe2γt−1 , t ≥ 0 .(B7)

Conditioned on x0, this gives for t, s ≥ 0:

E [Xt|X0 = x0] = x0e
−γt + µ

(
1− e−γt

)
, (B8a)

Cov (Xt, Xs|X0 = x0) =
σ2

2γ

(
e−γ|t−s| − e−γ(t+s)

)
,

(B8b)

Var [Xt|X0 = x0] =
σ2

2γ

(
1− e−2γt

)
. (B8c)

If we now remove the condition on the initial state and
take X0 ∼ N (µ, σ2/(2γ), then the unconditioned expec-
tation values for t, s ≥ 0 are given by:

E [Xt] = µ , (B9a)

Cov (Xt, Xs) =
σ2

2γ
e−γ|t−s| , (B9b)

where to calculate the last expression, we use that
E [WtWs] = min(t, s). Since the process is wide-
sense stationary, the two-sided power spectral density
(PSD) is then given by the Fourier transform of the
auto-covariance function defined as Cov (Xt, Xs) by the
Wiener–Khinchin theorem [66, 67]. We have

S2(f) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dte−i2πftCov (Xt, Xs)

=
πσ2

γ

(
1

π

γ

γ2 + (2πf)2

)
. (B10)

Notice we have defined this in terms of f and not ω =
2πf , such that Cov (Xt, Xs) =

∫∞
−∞ dfS2(f)e

i2πft. Be-
cause we have the same power for both positive and neg-
ative arguments, the single-sided PSD is two times the
two-sided PSD except at f = 0

S(f) =
2πσ2

γ

(
1

π

γ

γ2 + (2πf)2

)
=

1

2π2

σ2

f2
0 + f2

, 0 < f < ∞ , (B11)
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where we defined γ = 2πf0.

The process is Gaussian, so at any time t, it is de-
scribed by a Gaussian random variable with mean given
by Eq. (B8a) and variance given by Eq. (B8c). This al-
lows us to define an exact numerical time step . The way
this is done is to say that we can express any Gaussian
in terms of a standard normal Gaussian n ∼ N (0, 1), so
we have [68]:

xt+∆t = xte
−γ∆t+µ

(
1− e−γ∆t

)
+n

√
σ2

2γ
(1− e−2γ∆t) ,

(B12)
where n ∼ N (0, 1). This is exact for arbitrary step sizes
∆t.

In order to generate a 1/f spectrum from a sum of OU
processes, we choose our N fk’s to be spaced uniformly
on a log scale between fmin and fmax, and we then choose
σ2(γk) = pγk = p2πfk such that:

S(f) =
∑
k

1

π

pfk
f2
k + f2

. (B13)

To demonstrate that our noise generation is correct, we
show the PSD of trajectories using Eq. (B12) with these
choices in Fig. 6.
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Data
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FIG. 6. PSD of a stochastic process composed of a sum of
14 OU processes distributed uniformly on a log scale between
f = 1mHz and f = 10GHz with σ2

k/h
2 = 2πfk · 4 × 10−6

(these parameters correspond to the noise parameters for the
charge noise in the main text; notice that here σ2

k has units
of Hz). The simulations use Eq. (B12) with ∆t = 10−2ns to
generate the noise realizations with a maximum simulation
time of tf = 0.1ms. The PSD shown is the average over 100
independent noise trajectories. The maximum time of the
simulation explains the roll-off we observe at a frequency of
10−5Hz. The exact PSD is given by Eq. (B13).

Appendix C: Background on Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
Bridge Processes

An OU process Xt conditioned on specific boundary
values, denoted

(
Xt|Xtk−1

= xk−1, Xtk = xk

)
for tk−1 ≤

t ≤ tk is called an OU bridge process. Let ∆t = tk−tk−1.
By fixing the boundary values of Xt, we have specific
values for the Wiener process conditioned on the values
of the OU process in Eq. (B7):

We2γ∆t−1| (Xtk = xk, Xk−1 = xk−1)

=

√
2γ

σ

[
eγ∆txk − xk−1 − µ

(
eγ∆t − 1

)]
≡ wk . (C1)

The conditioned Wiener process We2γ∆t−1 is an OU
bridge process. We can model the conditioned Wiener
process as follows (let ut = e2γ(t−tk−1) − 1 ∈ [0, utk ]):

But
=

ut

utk

wk + W̃ut
− ut

utk

W̃utk
, (C2)

where the Wiener process W̃ is an independent Wiener
process. This expression satisfies B0 = W̃0 = 0 and
Butk

= wk as desired. Therefore, the conditioned OU

process can be entirely described for t ∈ [tk−1, tk]:(
Xt|Xtk−1

= xk−1, Xtk = xk

)
= xk−1e

−γt + µ
(
1− e−γt

)
+

σ√
2γ

e−γtBut
. (C3)

For simplicity we focus on the case of µ = 0. It then
follows that for t ∈ [tk−1, tk]:

η
(D)
k (t) ≡ E

[
Xt|Xtk−1

= xk−1, Xtk = xk

]
= xk−1e

−γ(t−tk−1) + e−γ(t−tk−1)
σ√
2γ

E [But
]

= xk−1e
−γ(t−tk−1) + e−γ(t−tk−1)

σ√
2γ

u

utk

wk

= xk−1e
−γ(t−tk−1) +

e2γ(t−tk−1) − 1

e2γ∆t − 1

(
eγ(tk−t)xk

−e−γ(t−tk−1)xk−1

)
. (C4)

This expectation value depends on the noise realization
{xk−1, xk} and hence encodes the temporal correlations
of the given realization of the OU process.
We can define a process

(
X ′

t|Xtk−1=xk−1
, Xtk = xk

)
over the interval t ∈ [tk−1, tk](

X ′
t|Xtk−1=xk−1

, Xtk = xk

)
=
(
Xt|Xtk−1

= xk−1, Xtk = xk

)
−E

[
Xt|Xtk−1

= xk−1, Xtk = xk

]
=

σ√
2γ

e−γ(t−tk−1)

(
W̃ut

− u

utk

W̃utk

)
. (C5)

The process
(
X ′

t|Xtk−1=xk−1
, Xtk = xk

)
also describes a

bridge process, but now where the process is zero at both
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ends. Furthermore, it does not depend on the specific
realization {xk−1, xk} of the OU process.

If we denote η
(S)
k (t) ≡

(
X ′

t|Xtk−1=xk−1
, Xtk = xk

)
,

then we have

η
(S)
k (t) = 0 , (C6a)

η
(S)
k (t)η

(S)
k (s) =

σ2

γ

sinh(γ(s− tk−1)) sinh(γ(tk − t))

sinh(γ∆t)
,

tk−1 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ tk , (C6b)

η
(S)
k (t)η

(S)
k (s)η

(S)
k (u) = 0 , (C6c)

where we use W̃tW̃s = min(t, s). Notice from the co-

variance result that η
(S)
k (t) is not wide-sense stationary,

in the sense that it is invariant under shifting s and t by
the same amount. The covariance is invariant only under
shifting all variables s, t, tk, tk−1 by the same amount.

Appendix D: Two-Qubit Operator Basis

For completeness, we provide our choice of operator
basis for the example given in Sec. III B. The choice uses
the Gell-Mann basis in the S = 1 three-dimensional sub-
space, and the rest of the terms in the basis correspond
to operators that map between the S = 0 and S = 1

subspaces. The operators are given by:

P0 = |S0⟩⟨S0| , (D1a)

P1 =
1√
3
(|T−⟩⟨T−|+ |T0⟩⟨T0|+ |T+⟩⟨T+|) , (D1b)

P2 =
1√
2
(|T−⟩⟨T0|+ |T0⟩⟨T−|) , (D1c)

P3 =
1√
2
(|T−⟩⟨T+|+ |T+⟩⟨T−|) , (D1d)

P4 =
1√
2
(|T0⟩⟨T+|+ |T+⟩⟨T0|) , (D1e)

P5 =
1

i
√
2
(|T−⟩⟨T0| − |T0⟩⟨T−|) , (D1f)

P6 =
1

i
√
2
(|T−⟩⟨T+| − |T+⟩⟨T−|) , (D1g)

P7 =
1

i
√
2
(|T0⟩⟨T+| − |T+⟩⟨T0|) , (D1h)

P8 =
1√
2
(|T−⟩⟨T−| − |T0⟩⟨T0|) , (D1i)

P9 =
1√
6
(|T−⟩⟨T−|+ |T0⟩⟨T0| − 2|T+⟩⟨T+|) , (D1j)

P10 =
1√
2
(|S⟩⟨T−|+ |T−⟩⟨S|) , (D1k)

P11 =
1√
2
(|S⟩⟨T0|+ |T0⟩⟨S|) , (D1l)

P12 =
1√
2
(|S⟩⟨T+|+ |T+⟩⟨S|) , (D1m)

P13 =
1

i
√
2
(|S⟩⟨T−| − |T−⟩⟨S|) , (D1n)

P14 =
1

i
√
2
(|S⟩⟨T0| − |T0⟩⟨S|) , (D1o)

P15 =
1

i
√
2
(|S⟩⟨T+| − |T+⟩⟨S|) . (D1p)

Appendix E: Singlet-triplet qubit parameters

For the three-qubit problem (6 spins) in Fig. 2, we
label the spins from top to bottom as spins 1 through 6,
and we assume the Hamiltonian is given as in Eq. (37).

We define 1
6

∑6
i=1 giB

z
i = gBz and pick the values g = 2,

Bz = 500.05 mT corresponding to an applied 500 mT
field and a 50 µT background magnetic field. Denoting
the relative magnetic field differences between the spins
by ∆i,i+1 = µB

(
giB

z
i − gi+1B

z
i+1

)
/h, we choose:

∆12 = ∆23 = −∆34 = −∆45 = ∆56 = 10MHz (E1)

We show in Fig. 7 our implementation of these gates,
where we fix the duration of exchange interactions to
20ns and wait 20ns after each exchange. For simplicity,
we assume a square pulse shape and do not include any
control artifacts.
Our implementation of the various gates has the fea-

ture that it gives two obvious coarse-graining time scales
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FIG. 7. CNOT and idle gate compilations. (a,b) Implementation of singlet-triplet encoded CNOT gates using finite-width
exchange pulses with control→target qubits 1→2 and 2→3, respectively. (c) Identity gate for the first encoded singlet-triplet
qubit in the three-qubit array.

that allow us to only consider two spins at a time. The
first is to coarse grain over a single pulse and idle group,
for a total coarse graining time scale of 40ns. The sec-
ond is to coarse grain over three sequential pulse and idle
groups, for a coarse graining time scale of 120ns. As we
show in Fig. 8 for the expectation value of measurement
outcomes and the PSD of the parity flip time series, we
find no statistical difference between the two, but the
longer coarse graining simulations require 1/3 less time
to perform.

Appendix F: Quasi-static Noise as a Limit of
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck Processes

We consider other stochastic processes that can be
treated as limits of the OU process. Given an OU process
with parameters σ and γ (see Eq. (B1)), we take σ2 = pγ
followed by the limit γ → 0 for the OU process. We then
get a process that is constant in time but whose initial
value is random with X0 ∼ N (0, p/2). This gives rise to
our quasi-static noise model.

Appendix G: Noise parameter tuning

For the noise models discussed in Sec. III C, we choose
the noise strength parameter p to fit the T ∗

2 measure-
ments of Ref. [69]. We choose the parameters of the

magnetic noise δB⃗k to get a fixed free induction decay T ∗
2

of 3.5µs. The free induction decay measurement is per-
formed on two spins and proceeds as follows. The system
is prepared in the singlet state |S0⟩ = 1√

2
(|↑↓⟩ − |↓↑⟩)

and allowed to evolve with the HamiltonianHI+HN with
all the exchange interactions turned off and B0 = 50 µT.
The probability of measuring the singlet state is fit to a
function of the form:

Pr(t) =
1

2

(
1 + exp

[
−
(

T

T ∗
2

)b
])

. (G1)

We can make analytical progress by assuming the noise
Hamiltonian is given by HN =

∑2
k=1 (gµBB0 + δBz

k)S
z
k .

Ignoring the fluctuations in the x, y directions is a rea-
sonable approximation with the large value of B0 consid-
ered. This can be seen by observing that, in this regime of
|δBx,y| ≪ B0, the transverse magnetic noise components
x, y influence the Zeeman splitting of a spin only pertur-
batively as |δBx,y|2/B0, while longitudinal fluctuations
δBz enter at first order. The probability of observing a
singlet is then given by

Pr(t) =
1

2

(
1 + cos

(
1

ℏ

∫ t

0

dτ (δBz
1(τ)− δBz

2(τ))

))
.

(G2)
If we assume that δBz

1 and δBz
2 are independent but iden-

tical stochastic processes, we can perform an ensemble
average to get

Pr(t) =
1

2

(
1 + e−2K(t)

)
, (G3)

where

K(t) =
1

2ℏ2

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t

0

dt2δBz(t1)δBz(t2) . (G4)

We can now relate T ∗
2 to the parameters of our different

noise models.

1. For δBz being a sum of n OU processes with σ2
i =

pγi, i = 1, . . . , n, then

K(t) =
t

ℏ2
n∑

i=1

[
p

2γi

(
1 +

e−γit − 1

γit

)]
. (G5)

In the limit of γit ≪ 1, we can approximate T ∗
2 ≈√

2ℏ2/(np) with b = 2. For the magnetic noise

processes
{
δB⃗k

}3

k=1
, which have units of Hz when

divided by h, each is given by a sum of 9 indepen-
dent OU processes with frequencies {fk}9k=1 dis-
tributed log-uniformly from 1mHz to 100kHz, with

p/h2 =
(
2.2× 10−5GHz

)2
(see Eq. (B13)).
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FIG. 8. Comparing the results for the 1/f noise model with a
40ns and a 120ns coarse-graining time scale for (a) the expec-
tation value of the measurement outcomes and (b) the PSD
of the parity-flip time series for the 1/f noise model. The
simulations use 300 measurements, and the PSD is estimated
using Welch’s method [63] as implemented in SciPy 1.14.1
[64] using a segment length of 30. The results are averaged
over a total of 4×103 independent simulations, with the error
bars (mostly hidden by the markers) being the 2σ confidence
interval as inferred by performing a bootstrap over each sim-
ulation’s estimated PSD.

2. For δBz being quasistatic noise, then

K(t) =
2p

ℏ2
t2 . (G6)

This gives T ∗
2 =

√
2ℏ2/p with b = 2. We take

p/h2 = (6.431× 10−5GHz)2.

To characterize the noise on the exchange coupling, we
consider a 3-spin system. We assume the first two spins
are prepared in the singlet state |S0⟩ and without loss of
generality the third spin is prepared in |↑⟩. The exchange
interaction is turned turn on to J0 between spins 2 and 3,

and we measure the probability of measuring the singlet
state for the first two spins. The probability is fit to a
function of the form:

Pr(t) =
5

8
+

3

8
cos(J0t/ℏ) exp

[
−
(

T

T ∗
2

)b
]

. (G7)

We can again find analytic expressions under simplify-
ing assumptions. If we ignore magnetic noise, the prob-
ability can be expressed as

Pr(t) =
5

8
+

3

8
cos

(
1

ℏ

(
J0t+ J0

∫ t

0

dτξ(τ)

))
. (G8)

After performing an ensemble average, we obtain

Pr(t) =
5

8
+

3

8
e−J2

0K(t) cos

(
J0t

ℏ

)
, (G9)

where

K(t) =
1

2ℏ2

∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t

0

dt2ξ(t1)ξ(t2) . (G10)

Because K(t) has the same functional form as in
Eq. (G4), we can similarly identify the T ∗

2 value in the
presence of the exchange coupling. We choose parame-
ters that give a T ∗

2 of approximately 0.516 µs.

1. For the 1/f noise model, for the charge noise pro-

cesses
{
ξ⃗k

}2

k=1
, which are unitless, each is given

by a sum of 14 independent OU processes with fre-
quencies {fk}14k=1 distributed log-uniformly from 1

mHz to 10 GHz, with p =
(
2× 10−3

)2
. This choice

of parameters was chosen to be comparable to the
model presented in Ref. [69], and our simulation
results are shown in Fig. 9.

2. For the quasi-static noise model, we use p =
(6.099× 10−3)2.

Appendix H: Role of noisy parity-check
measurement on parity-flip PSD

We attribute the non-flat PSD of the 1/f and quasi-
static noise models in Fig. 5 of the main text to the im-
perfect parity check measurement that arises from having
finite-duration CNOTs and noisy ancilla. To establish
this, we perform simulations where the CNOTs are in-
stantaneous and the ancilla qubit is uncorrupted, and we
apply the identity operation (see Fig. 7 for our imple-
mentation of the identity operation) for the data qubits
for 720ns (the same total duration of the two finite-time
CNOTs) such that the data qubits can still accumulate
errors between parity measurents. We show in Fig. 10
the resulting PSD for the parity-flip statistics, where we
now observe a flatter PSD in contrast to Fig. 5.
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FIG. 9. Free induction decay results for a 3-spin DFS qubit.
(a) Probability of measuring a singlet after a time tevol when
the exchange couplings are off (J12 = J23 = 0) and the initial
state is a singlet. The data is fit to 1

2
(1 + exp(−(T/T ∗

2 )
c)),

with c = 1.97± 0.02 and T ∗
2 = 3.49± 0.02µs. (b) Probability

of measuring a singlet for the first two spins when J23/h =
100MHz, when the initial state is |S0⟩|+⟩. The data is fit to
a exp(−(T/T ∗

2 )
b) cos(2πJ23T/h) + (1 − a), with a = 0.381 ±

0.001, b = 1.90 ± 0.04, T ∗
2 = 0.510 ± 0.004µs. In both (a)

and (b), 103 independent noise realizations are generated for
each time point, and the simulations use Eq. (B12) with ∆t =
10−2ns. The error bars are 2σ confidence intervals calculated
using the standard error of the mean. We note that this does
not exactly replicate experimental conditions since there may
be shot-to-shot correlations.
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FIG. 10. PSD of the parity-flip time series (Eq. (39)) derived
from the measurement outcomes for the two simulated noise
models and an independent simulation of a Bernoulli process,
where the parity measurement is implemented perfectly. The
simulated Bernoulli process uses a probability of q = 3×10−3

and 300 measurements in order to match the other simula-
tions. The PSD is estimated using Welch’s method [63] as
implemented in SciPy 1.14.1 [64] using a segment length of
30. The results are averaged over a total of 4× 103 indepen-
dent simulations, with the error bars (mostly hidden by the
markers) being the 2σ confidence interval as inferred by per-
forming a bootstrap over each simulation’s estimated PSD.
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