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I. INTRODUCTION

The issue of fault-tolerance is central to the future of quamcomputation. Most studies of
fault-tolerance until now [1,/2,] 3] 4] have focused on dewyfault-tolerance in a setting where
gates between any two qubits can be executed instantagigioeislvithout taking into account the
potential necessity to move qubits close together in speoe @ gate execution. We call this
setting the nonlocal model. Current estimates of the fimldtrance threshold in the probabilis-
tic independent nonlocal error model can be found in therskte studies performed by Steane
[5], estimating the threshold failure probability &10~3). The recent results by Knill[6] and
Reichardt|[7] even give estimates that can be an order of inatgbetter, i.eO(1072).

It has been argued, see (1,15, 8] and the analysislin [9], treatdcal model, where qubit
transportation is required, would still allow for a fautierance threshold, albeit somewhat lower
than in the nonlocal model. However, there has not been agsasent of how exactly locality
influences the threshold, i.e. what is the dependence orotles the spatial size of the error cor-
rection procedure, the failure rates on the qubit wires, teh an assessment is timely, because
the post-selected schemes by Knill [6] in which large enlizshgtates are prepared in a trial-and-
error fashion (and to a smaller certain extent also the langieparation procedure proposed by
Reichardti[[7]) may fare worse compared to the more ‘conesiali methods of computation and
error correction when locality is taken into account. Tki®écause the method of post-selection
is based on attempting to create many states in parallel,hafhna few may pass the test and
are integrated in the computation. If the success prolllilow, then at no additional cost in
the nonlocal model, one can increase the number of paraisl ¢f creating these states. In the
local model, however, it must be taken into account that areemse in the number of parallel tries
increases the amount of qubit movement, and thus the patémntierrors.

In the first part of this paper, we make a purely analyticaheatie of the threshold when locality
is taken into account and show its dependence on a scale fagthich is a measure of the spatial
scale-up that is due to coding. This estimate can be apmiatl known error models for which a
fault-tolerance threshold result currently exists.

Since this estimate may be very rough, we set out in the squandf this paper to analyze and
compare, using the ‘conventional’ method of error cormettas described by Steane in [5], the
fault-tolerant behavior for the concatenated 7-qubit ¢J33, 3]] code for the local and nonlocal

model.



In our analysis, we focus on concatenated coding and thehble result. This is not to say
that the strategy of using a large code once so that logidatdéarates are small enough for the
type of computation that we envision (seel[10]) may not beoofad or greater practical interest.
In such a scenario, one ‘merely’ has to optimize the errorembion procedures and encoded gate
operations for locality.

Here are some of our semi-analytical findings for the 7-qobde. In these studies we have
used the nonlocal error correction routine and have lookélaeseffects of the noise level during

transportation of qubits and the scale-up of the computatice to coding.

¢ In the entirely nonlocal setting, we find that one really reetmllook at higher levels of
concatenation to estimate a correct threshold. For the hwduere all gates have the same
failure probability~.,,. and memory errors are one-tenth of the gate failure proitiabil
Yo = Veise/10, we find a threshold value of,;,. = 3.4 x 10~%. This is smaller than what

Steane estimates in Refl [5].

¢ We find that, in the local setting, the threshold scale®@éls/r). For example, for = 20
and for the failure of movement over a unit distance equah&ofailure probabilityy,,..,
and for memory errors equal to one-tenthhgt., we find that the threshold value for;,.
iS7.3 x 1075,

e We find that the threshold does not depend very strongly omaise levels during trans-

portation.

e We find that infrequent error correction may have some benefitile qubits are in the

‘transportation channel’.

II. ALOCAL ARCHITECTURE

Let us first discuss the existence of a fault-tolerance hulesin the local model of quantum
computation. It is clear that for unencoded computationatamost a linear (in the number of
qubits) overhead is incurred in order to make gates act oreseaeighbor qubits.

If we perform concatenated coding in order to decrease thiedbfailure rate, we note that
the circuit grows in size exponentially in the level of coteration. Therefore, the distances over

which qubits have to be transported (see [18]) and thus thebeu of places in time and space



where errors can occur will increase. This will inevitabhgiease the logical failure rate at the
next level of concatenation as compared to the logicalfaitate in the nonlocal model. In order
to be below the noise threshold, we want the logical failate to decrease at higher levels of
concatenation. Thus it becomes a question of whether thhe iextrease in logical failure rate due
to locality is sufficiently bounded so that there is still aggovalue below which the logical failure

rate decreases at the next level of concatenation. Theigudgs been answered positively in
the literature, seel[1] 9]. In particular, in Ref. [9], tworgile, significant observations were made

which are important in deriving the existence of a thresholdcal fault-tolerant computation:

1. The most frequent operations during the computationlghmeithe most local operations.
For concatenated computation, the most frequent operatiomwest-level error correction.
Thus the ancillas needed for this error correction shoulddjacent to the qubits that are
being corrected. The next most frequent is level 1 erroremtion, and so on. In Fi@l 1, an

example of a layout following these guidelines is given @se [9] itself).

2. The circuitry that replaces the nonlocal circuitry, sayearor correction routine or an en-
coded gate operation, should be made according to the rifi@sibtolerance. For example,
itis undesirable to swap a data qubit with another data gubie same block, since a failure
in the swap gate willimmediately produce two data errorscdlewapping could potentially

be done with dummy qubits, whose state is irrelevant for tmeputation.

The third observation, which is less explicitly stated irf.R8], is based on the following. Let
us assume that we follow the requirement for hierarchigaliiting error correction ancillas near
the data. We first start by making the original circuit a citeuth only nearest-neighbor gates
according to the specific architecture. We call this cirddijtand concatenate once to obtain circuit
M, twice to obtain circuit)M/,, etc. In circuitM;, we have replaced qubits froi, by encoded
qubits and their ancilla qubits for error correction (ordbgate operations). Thus every qubit
becomes a ‘blob’ of qubits with a certain spatial size. Inevrid do a two-qubit gate from M,
we have to move the data qubits in this blob past or over thes#aay qubits in order to interact
with other data qubits (see [19]). Let us say that the scatbeoblob is given by a parameteso
that in order to do the encoded two-qubit gate the qubits tlsge moved over a distanceAt the
next level of concatenation, again every qubit ‘point’ b@es a blob, which implies that in order
to do the doubly encoded version @fc M, a doubly encoded block has to move over distance

r2. The two-qubit gates in the error correction\af involving the level 1 error-correcting ancillas



have to be moved over a distancand the level 0 error-correcting ancillas, which are adaed i
M, are ‘local’, assuming that we made the error correctionimeutself local. Thus in general,
in M, level k ancillas,k = 0,...,n — 1, may have to be moved over a distance which scales as
r*, exponential in the number of levels of concatenation.

Let us assume that the failure probability of a travellin@itjis approximately linear in distance
d, i.8.perr = 1 — (1 — p)? =~ dp wherep is the failure probability per unit distance. For many
implementations, the distances involved in moving levelncillas, as well as the failure rates,
will be far too large and error correction will have to be ddreguently while the qubits are in
transit. In fact, a threshold will probably not even existhere is no error correction done in
transit. This is because at some level of concatenatiorathed rates for the high-level ancillas
are such that these ancillas completely decohere in trafssthat point, any additional level of
concatenation can only make things worse, not better. Itiédil] we give the details of a model
where (lower-level) error correction on ‘moving qubitsimluded in the concatenation steps.

If we think about realistic architectures for any type of pioal implementation, it is likely that
the stationary qubits lie in a one-dimensional, two-dinemasl, or a few stacks of two-dimensional
planes, potentially clustered in smaller groups. The neasahat one likely needs the third di-
mension for the classical controls that act on the qubits asdinary computation.

Given the discussion above, we can imagine a two-dimendiayzut of qubits as in Fid1. In
M, every block of data qubits surrounds stationary level Olias¢ indicated by the white area.
The data qubits themselves have to be moved (over distamedder out of the plane, or by ‘wires’
in the plane, in order to interact with the nearest-neigtiddock of data qubits. Inl/;, we again
have the stationary ‘white’ level 0 ancillas, light gray asdor level 1 ancillas that now have to be
moved over distance and the dark gray areas for data qubits which potential ha be moved
over distance?.

In this paper, we do not go into details about the mechanisghst qubit movement. Inside
the error correction procedure, depending on the impleatient, one may think about swapping
gubits or creating short-ranged EPR pairs in order to tetequabits. For the longer distances,
one may create a grid of EPR pairs, using quantum repeatarnitpees|[11], which is maintained
by frequent entanglement distillation, or alternativebyneert stationary qubits into more mobile
forms of qubits (photons, spin-waves, etc.). In Sediidnwi lay out a model for error correction
‘along the way’, but we do not discuss how or where in spacedtditional error correction can

take place. This could be the subject of future research.



FIG. 1: Two-dimensional plane with the spatial layoutMdf andM,. The grayness of the area indicates

the amount of moving the qubits potentially need to do.

lll. LOCAL FAULT-TOLERANCE: AN ANALYTIC LOWER BOUND

We follow the derivation of fault-tolerant quantum comgida as in Ref.lEIZ], which has also
been used iru4] to deal with more general error models sudoasvViarkovian noise.

We denote the original quantum circuit a4,, consisting of/V locations. Each location is
denoted by a triplé{qo, ..., q}, U, t), where the set of;, 1 < j < 2, are the qubits involved in
the operatiort/ at timet. U is restricted to one- and two-qubit gates for simplicity aad be the
identity operation. We fix a computation codewvhich encodes one qubit in qubits. To achieve
a fault-tolerant circuit, we concatenate this code regetgin times to create the circuit/,, that

simulates, to: levels of concatenation, the original circuif,.



The main change that occurs when including locality con#isan the fault-tolerance deriva-
tion is that additional ‘move’ operations and error cori@ttneeds to be added. Secondly, the
error correction procedure needs to be made local. How tter lask is done and what overhead
is required will very much depend on the code. We will not ®om this issue in this paper.

Consider a particular example of a location, for example e-dqubit gate. This gate gets
replaced by a so-called 1-rectangleffi, which consists of error correction on both blocks of

qubits followed by the encoded gate operation, shown iniZig.

po) =+ -
|p1) —H - -
p) = H
|p3) HEH -
pa) |
ps5) —lL — Jl—
\P>—U—_>!P6>—r Ul
lg) —— — lq0) =1
lq1) — ] T
) =
lgs) 1 € H
lqa) —: ] :—
lgs) 4 M H
lg6) —:_ L _;—
M, _1 M,

FIG. 2: The replacement rule for a two-qubit gateThe dashed box represents a 1-rectan§leepresents

the error correction procedurg&l represents the encoded, fault-tolerant implementatidi. of

In the local model, thiseplacement rule that we repeatedly apply to obtain the circii, gets
modified as in Fid.13. While one block gets moved over a digtanwhich we denote asmaove(r)
operation, the other block is waiting. Next, the fault-tale implementation of the original gate
is executedocally and then the block is moved back in place. We precede the muvevait
operations by an error correction routine, just as for thte §fa The model that we consider here
assumes that the error levels induced by moving over distantay be similar to the error levels
due to the execution of the gaté If moving is more error-prone, we may divide the distance
into shorter segments of lengthr = 7d, and error correct after every segment if necessary. This
modification and its effects will be considered when we makedetailed analysis in Secti@nlVI.

We see that in the local model each locationlii) _; gets replaced by potentially more than

one ‘elementary’ 1-rectangle if,,. Since this set of rectangles forms a logical unit, we will ca
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FIG. 3: The replacement rule for a local two-qubit gate Each dashed box represents an elementary 1-
rectangle £ represents the error correction procedderepresents the local fault-tolerant implementation

of U. The replacement circuit, i.e. the compoditeectangle, contains five elementary 1-rectangles.

the sequence of elementary 1-rectanglesrgposite 1-rectangle.
In the next section, we derive a rough lower bound on the timielsn the local model, depend-

ing on a scale parameter

A. Replacement Rules

We formulate replacement rules for all possible other locatin the local model. We only
consider locations that occur in ti&, 1, 3]] code. Additional rules may have to be formulated
for other codes, but the threshold estimate in this sectidinnat depend on these details. We
assume in formulating these replacement rules that a obi¢-gate is never executed in parallel
with a two-qubit gate (this is correct for thig, 1, 3]] code that we study in SectignlVl); this means

that the execution of the one-qubit gate is not delayed byatuktional moving required for the
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two-qubit gate. Note that we have two types of memory locetjovhich we call wait locations,
depending on the type of gate (one- or two-qubit gate) oooyin the same time slice. The figures
depicting these rules can be found in Appendix A. Here istafithe distinct locations in the local
model, also listed in TabledV in Secti@nTM A, and their regganent rules:

1. a one-qubit gate, depicted in Figl 11.

2. a one-qubit gate followed by a measurement, depictedgiril2i. We group a measurement
with a one-qubit gate, since the replacement rule for a measent by itself is just doing

m measurements an encoded qubits.
3. atwo-qubit gaté/, depicted in Figl13.

4. a wait location in parallel with only one-qubit gates, did aswait1 or wl. The replace-

ment rule is the same as for a one-qubit gate (Eib. 11).
5. await location in parallel with two-qubit gates, denoseskait2 or w2, depicted in Fig 3.

6. move(r), the operation which moves one qubit over distancesherer depends on code

properties, depicted in Fif.114.

7. wait(r), the operation which does nothing while another qubit maxes distancer, de-
picted in Fig[TIb.

Note that our replacement rules enforce synchronizatigiate operations and waiting periods.
Note that at each new level of concatenation, every distgatemultiplied by the scale factor
so that anove(r) gate becomesmove(r) 1-rectangles. We would like to stress that the goal here
has been to choose a set of level-independent replacenesitinat capture the overall behavior;
architecture, code-dependent and concatenation-depenplémizations are not considered.

In order to apply the rules repeatedly, the encoded gassbroken down into local elementary
gates (potentially using additional swap gates) and thecement rules are applied to these local

gates.

B. Threshold Estimate

As was noted in Ref.[12] and explicitly stated in Rel. [4]etformal derivation of a fault-

tolerance threshold hinges on three Conditions (under shaltassumptions of having fresh an-



B Threshold Estimate 11

cillas and being able to operate gates in parallel). Faatligpare subsets of all locations on which

faults occur. The conditions are, loosely speaking, thiefiohg:
1. ‘Sparse’ fault-paths (with few faults) lead only to spaesrors.
2. ‘Sparse’ fault-paths give good final answers.

3. Non-sparse fault-paths have small probability/nornmgdo zero with increasing concate-

nation level for initial failure probabilities/norms pexdation below some threshold value.

The first two statements are unchanged when going from a calrima purely local model of
computation, assuming that the error correction routinesreade local in a fault-tolerant manner.
It is the third Condition whose derivation gets modified irsttnodel. For concreteness, let us
assume that our error model is a probabilistic error modeg&re each location undergoes a failure
with some probabilityy(0). At an intuitive level, every location gets replaced by a posite
1-rectangle, which fails when at least one of the elemeritaigctangles fails. If we assume that
every type of 1-rectangle has a similar failure probabiity ), then the composite 1-rectangle
which is most prone to failure is the one originating from theve(r) gate ¢ >> 5) since it
consists ofr elementary 1-rectangles. In order to be below the threshiodfailure probability
of the composite 1-rectangle has to be smaller than theégitobability of the original location,
ie.

Yo =7(0) 21— (1—~(1)" =~(1)r (1)
Let us assume thad, - is (an upper bound on) the number of locations in an elemgritar
rectangle that has been made local. We say that a 1-recttmilgléf, say, more thark among
these locations have faults. Here= |d/2t] for a code with spreatiwhich can correct errors.

Thusy(1) ~ (445)7(0)*+! and we get the threshold condition

1
1/k"
()

The difference with the nonlocal model is the appearanceant the right-hand side of this equa-

(2)

Yoerit =

tion. Note that the effects of localiseemto become effectively smaller for lardge i.e. for codes
that can correct many errors. On the other hand, the scate faitself increases for codes that cor-
rect many errors, since the number of qubits in an encoded arud the size of the error-correcting

machinery is larger. Thg7, 1, 3]] code that we analyze in more detail in the next section does no
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entirely fit this analysis. The reason is that for ffie 1, 3]] code,d = 1 andt¢ = 1, causingk to
be zero; this is because one can have one incoming errore(@ratr in the previous rectangle)
and one early error in the rectangle, leaving two errors erdtita, which[7, 1, 3]] cannot correct.
However a different analysis [13] for such codes shows that@rror events in bigger ‘overlap-
ping’ rectangles (which include error-correction, gatemion and error-correction again) are
acceptable for this code, goactually equals one. Thus we expect for {ffe1, 3]] code that the
threshold for the local model scaleslgs, which we partially confirm later.

A more formal analysis uses the notionefectangles in/,,. We state the definitions as given
in Ref. [12] in Appendi{B. InM,, a compositen-rectangle originates from a single location
in My. The compositer-rectangle consists of at mostlementaryn-rectangles. Each of these
elementary:-rectangles consist of at madt ~ compositgn — 1)-rectangles, each of which again
consists of at most elementary(n — 1)-rectangles. Formally, we need to prove Condition (3)
above, namely that the probability (assuming a probalalisbdel) for sparse ‘good’ faults gets
arbitrarily close to one when we are below the threshold.eHee state the necessary lemma,

which has identical structure to the onelini[12]:

Lemmal If 79 < 7o, 30 > 0 such that the probability P(n) for the faults in a composite

n-rectangle to be (n, k)-sparseislarger than 1 — 7{"™".
Proof: Let ¢ be such that
Aic
(1 ) <o @

For ~, below the threshold, we can find suct.aWe prove the lemma by induction ean The
probability for a composite 1-rectangle to hditek)-sparse faults, i.e. all elementary 1-rectangles

(of which there are at mos) have sparse faults, is at least

Ae\ ear) Ao
1 — s +1 >1— ) k+1 1— 140 4
( (k+1)70 ) 2 T(k‘+1 Yo o > Yoo (4)

using Eq. [B). Assume the lemma holds true foand we prove fom + 1. For the faults in
a compositgn + 1)-rectangle not to bén + 1, k) sparse, there must at least be 1 elementary
(n + 1)-rectangle in which the faults are npt + 1, k)-sparse which implies that in that rectangle

there are at leagt+ 1 compositen-rectangles which are nét, k)-sparse. Thus,

P(n+ 1) > <1 — (ﬁi) (1- Mn))’fﬂ)r >1-— r(kAfl) (1 —PB(n))*. (5)
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Using the induction hypothesis and Eg. (3) then gives
P(n + 1) >1— <,>/()>(1—i-c$)714r17 (6)
as desired. []

We note that a similar analysis could be performed for angrotioise model which is derived
with the method used in Rel._[12], such as noise satisfyiegetkponential decay conditions or
local non-Markovian noise [4]. The proof of Condition (3)timese cases needs to be altered to

take into account the dependenceron

IV. NONLOCAL FAULT-TOLERANCE FOR THE 7-QUBIT  [[7,1, 3]] CODE

In order to make a good comparison between using a concatkfiatl, 3]] code in the local or
nonlocal model, we perform a fault-tolerance analysistiernonlocal model. In Ref.[[5], Steane
performed such an analysis and we follow his analysis to &iceextent. At the end of this
section, we summarize our findings for the nonlocal modek dtal is to produce a threshold in
the right ballpark, taking into account various (but no} ditails of the error correction circuitry.
The details of error correctionl[3, 5,114, 15] are depicteéigs.[IHEIP in AppendikIC and can
be described as follows. Error correction of a 7-qubit blooksists ofX - and Z-error correction
denoted ast’ and Z. For both types of error correction, one prepatgs ancillas, using the;
network in Fig.[IV. These ancillas are tested forerrors using the’ network in Fig.[IB and
discarded if they fail the test. The probability for passihig test is calledv. If they do pass the
test, they can be used to collect the syndrome as i Eig. 1B8e fiirst collected syndrome is zero,
then no further syndromes are collected (the idea beingttisdtkely that there is no error on the
data). The probability for a zero syndrome is calledf the syndrome is nonzero, an additional
s — 1 syndromes are collected. Thessyndromes are then compared and if theresasamong
them which agree, then error recovery, denote@®bys done according to this syndrome. If there
are nos’ which agree, no error correction is done and in our model[Sjdfer modifications) we
do not use these error syndromes in any subsequent errectorr.

Let us now consider the problem of determining the faukeitahce threshold by semi-analytical
means. At the base-level, we start with a vector of failuobpbilities of the locations in our model
which we call¥(0). In our case we have the following five kinds of locatidna one-qubit gate

(I = 1) with failure probabilityy; = ~1(0), a two-qubit gatel(= 2) with failure probability,,
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a wait location { = w) with failure probability~,,, a one-qubit gate followed by measurement
(I = 1m), with failure probabilityy,,,,, and a0) preparation location with failure probability,.

Tablel] lists these types of locations in the nonlocal model.

Locatior{ Description Failure Proh.
1 one-qubit gate "
2 two-qubit gate Yo
w memory (wait) Y
1m |one-qubit gatet measurement  yq,,
D preparation Tp

TABLE I: Types of locations and their failure probabilityrapols in the nonlocal analysis.

There are several ways in which one can do a fault-toleranaé/sis. The first method is
to perform a Monte-Carlo simulation (see, for example, [516]) of a sequence of operations
for some level of concatenation and deduce a failure or goasbability. The advantage of this
method is that it takes into account incoming errors intdanegles and then it otherwise exactly
mimics the failure probability in the real quantum compistat The disadvantage, in particular
for large codes, is that it is hard to simulate high levels aficatenation, since the size of the
classical computation scales exponentially with concatten level. As we discuss in a moment,
and demonstrate in our studies, simulating more than ot déconcatenation is often needed to
nail down the threshold.

The second method is a semi-analytical one, which we foliowptain an approximate proba-
bility flow equation. Due to concatenation, each locatiorefgesented by a rectangle, which has
some probability of failure, meaning that at the end of thetanegle there are more errors on the
data than the code can correct. Thus after one level of cemaabn, the probability vectof(0)
is mapped ontg/(1), and we repeat this procedure. We say that the original ¥&¢60 is below
the threshold iff(n) — 0 for large enough. The drawback of this kind of analysis is that careful
approximations need to be made in order to estimate thedgiobability function of a rectangle,
since a complete analysis may be too complicated. Furthexrtiee analysis does not deal so well
with incoming errors, since we look at one 1-rectangle ateetiThe advantage is that it is easy
to look at high levels of concatenation.

In the next section, we approximate the failure probabflityction,(n) = F;(y(n — 1)) for
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the different types of 1-rectangles. First, we describentbedelling assumptions we have chosen.

A. Modelling Choices

e We assume that the time it takes to do a measurement is theasatiime one-qubit gate time

and that classical post-processing does not take any awlaitime.

e We have chosen to call a one-qubit gate followed by a measneasingle location. The
reason is that there is no explicit concatenation step fasmement, since each measure-
ment just gets replaced by seven measurements and clgssstgdrocessing to correct for
errors. We choose to set the failure probability of a measargy,, = ;. Thus the failure
probability for the locationm is approximated as;,,, =~ v + V.. As it turns out, there are
no two-qubit gates followed by measurement in fl7el, 3]] error correction routines, and
a wait or memory location of any length followed by a measwgenis just measurement,

since there is no reason to wait.

e A preparation of the stat@) is a preparation location with a preparation failure prolitgb
vp. For simplicity, we may set, = ;. At the next level of concatenation, this location
will be replaced by an encoding circuit. Preparing an endddiecan be done by first per-
forming error correction on an arbitrary state which prtgetbe state into the code space
and then measuring the eigenvalue of the encadegerator fault-tolerantly and correct-
ing if this eigenvalue is-1. Even though the last procedure, done fault-tolerantlil, vei
more involved than the execution of a transversal one-cgdii, we assume that the en-
coding/preparation rectangle is of the one-qubit gate.typ®ther words, we do not use a

separate replacement rule for a preparation location.

o We will typically work in the regime where,,, < 7,2, perhaps an order of magnitude

smaller.

e We assume (here and in the local model) that our quantumitca@atains only controlled-
Z (C#), controlled-not ), and Hadamard gate&/j. Note that these can all be executed
transversally. Of course, in order to make the computatiowenisal, one would also need,
e.g., a Toffoli gate orr/8 rotation. We believe that the inclusion of the¢8 gates would not

alter the threshold in the local model very much. The reasdimat (1) error-correction does
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not need ther/8 gate and thus /8 gates are fairly rare, (2) the/8 gate, as a 1-qubit gate,
can be executed locally and (3) the failure probability fog 1-rectangle of the /8-gate is
probably similar or lower than that of the 2-qubit gate siiigavolves only one data block
(and some ancillary state). As it turns out, already theausioin of the two-qubit gates has a
sizable effect on the threshold estimate.

The error correction procedure as described in the prewdeuason is not of fixed size; for

example, it depends on the number of syndromes collectedvaether or not we do a recovery

operation. Here are some choices that we make which diraffdgt how we calculate the failure

probability in the next section. These assumptions are xentty the same as the ones made in
Ref. [5]:

The procedures for error correction are of course paradldlas much as possible to reduce
errors due to waiting. As can be seen in the figures, the symelomllection networl§ (Fig.
[I9) then takes 3 time steps, the netwgrkFig.[I1) has 5 time steps and (Fig.[18) has

6 time steps. We assume that the 4 verification bits are pedpahile theG routine takes

place.
We choose;, the maximum number of syndromes collected, ta be3 ands’ = 2.

In every round of the computation, we assume that a nonzermregne occurs somewhere,
so that in order to keep the network synchronized, the otaer lolocks have to wait for the

additionals — 1 syndromes to be collected. We take these wait locationsaictount.

We assume that a sufficient numbeg, of new ancillas is prepared in paralladfore the
beginning of each error correction routine. Wesg}, = [ 2], so that on average we have
enough ancillas for error correction. We assume that thdlamare prepared during the
previous error correction procedure so that the data doebawe to wait in order to be
coupled to the ancillas. These assumptions are a bit tompitt, since a nonlocal ancilla
preparation and verification routine, see FIgd. 17 [add K&std 1 time steps, while three
syndrome collection routines, see Higl 19, take 9 time stefistal (and this will be worse
in the local version of these procedures since ancillas talse ‘moved in place’ to couple

to the data).

We assume that the prepared ancillas for thedastl syndrome collections have to wait

before the previous syndrome collections are done. Thiglqmatentially be avoided, but
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we may as well include some extra wait locations since otppraximations may be too

optimistic.

¢ In principle, we may not have enough syndromes in agreerseitiiat no error correction is
performed, and secondly we could have enough syndromesiagreut the syndrome may
be faulty so that we do a faulty recovery operation. Thelgitebability may be quite small
since errors have to ‘conspire’ to make a faulty but agresymglrome, so we will neglect
this source of errors. If we choose not to do error correctiagmay have more incoming
errors in the next routine; we do model incoming errors tosextent in our estimation of

« andg, but we will not consider this source of errors separately.

¢ In the estimation of the failure probability we always assuimat faults do not cancel each

other.

e We are working with the probabilistic error model where egate or location can fail with
a certain probability. For a location on a single qubit traksfwith probability-y, we say
that aX, Y or Z error occurs with probability /3. We will use this distinction betweek,

Y andZ errors in our estimation af and in the next section.

B. Failure Probability

For the[[7, 1, 3]] code failure of a 1-rectangle means that two or more errocsiroon data
qubits during the execution of the operations in the 1-regia This could happen when we have
a single incoming error and, say, a syndrome collection, gaieh ag>Z, introduces an additional
error on the data and the ancilla. In estimating the failuodability, we do not take into account
incoming errors since below the threshold the probabibtyificoming errors should typically be
small. The circuits are designed such that if there are nanireg errors and a single fault occurs
in the 1-rectangle, that fault will typically either not efft the data, or will be corrected. Only
if the fault occurs late in the routine, say in the encode@ ggteration, will the fault be passed
on to the next error correction routine. Thus we assume thatfaults affecting the data are
needed for failure. First, let us consider those 1-recesglhich involve a single data block, i.e.
[l =1,1m,p,w. LetF,[s,, s.|(¥) be the failure probability for a rectangle of typa&hens, and

s, syndromes in respY’ and Z are calculated. We can write

n(n) = B FL1(T(n — 1)) + 281 = B)Fils, 1](F(n — 1)) + (1 = B)°Fi[s, s](Y(n — 1)). (7)
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From now on, we will omit the dependence on concatenatiosl |@e. we expresE'; in terms of
v;. LetP(et € T s,, s,) be the probability ok or more faults on the data block due to soufte

whens, ands, syndromes are calculated. We may model
P(l"’_ 6 T) 5:(:7 Sz) - 1 - (1 - 5(T))N(T,Sw7sz)’ (8)

whered(T') is the failure probability of the particular location (orest) in 7" which causes the
fault and N (7, s, s.) counts the number of placesThwhere the fault can occur. Similarly, we

have
P27 €T, s,,5.) =1 — (1= §(T)NT52) — §(T)N(T, 54, 5.) (1 — §(T))NTse5=0=1 - (9)

In Table(Il, we describe the possible sources of faults oml#ta and their values ferand N. For
failure to occur, we can typically have one fault due to seurand one due to source or two
faults due to sourcé. In other words, we approximate

Fifs, s:] Y POY €1 5,5 )P € J 5p,5.) + > PR2F€1,s,,5.). (10)

I>J I

Some of the parts of the first term give somewhat of an ovenesti, since a single fault in,
say, X and a single fault inZ does not necessarily lead to a failure. Also, note that we are
overcounting some higher order fault-terms, but theseldhmismall. Note that thedependence
of the right-hand side of EqC{ILO) only appears in the termasithvolve the faults due to encoded
gate operations listed in Tallé Il. Note that we do not dgtish betweenX,Y or Z errors in
estimating the failure probability.

For al = 2 (C* or C%) 1l-rectangle the analysis is slightly more involved. Let
F(s.,, S21, Sz,, S2,] D€ the failure probability of the two error correction rawgs on block 1 and 2
whens,, ands,, syndromes are computed for block 1 and ands,, syndromes are computed
for block 2 (without the subsequent gate operation). /kete {0, 1} such thatm; = 0 when
s; = sandm; = 1 whens; = 1, wherej € {z1, 22, 21, 20} ands is the number of syndrome

measurements. We can then write

Yo (n) _ Z (ﬁ)mzl Ty +May +mzy

Sx1,5z1 8wy 7322:173

(1- 5)4_7”“ ST _mZQF[SxU Sz1y Szas 5@](’7(” —1)). (11)

Let F(s,, s,) be the failure probability of one error correction routineems, ands, syndromes

are calculated, i.e. it is EJ.{IL0) with the additional coaisit that the source is never the encoded
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Source 0 N
Propagation from a verified ancilla witki error]  §.,c Sz + 8,
FaultinCZ orC¥XinS Yo 7(sz + 55)
Memory faults on data at the end 8f Y 14(sy + s2)
Memory faults on data durin@ Y 6(ds,.s + 95, ,5)
Fault in gate ofR M + Yws Os.,s + 05,5
Memory faults on data when= 1 o 21(s — 1)(6s.,1 + 6s,,1)
X errors on ancillas waiting faf Yo o |21s(s —1)(ds, .5 + 0s,,5)/2
Encoded gate error in rect. of type Y 7

TABLE II: Different sources of failure and their contribati to the failure probability. Heré,,. = 1 —
P(no X | pass whereP(no X | pass = P(pass and n& )/« andP(pass and nd) is the probability that
an ancilla passed verificatiand has noX errors on it. This probability is estimated in Section IV CheT

probability +,,s for obtaining a wrong majority syndrome is assumed to be Qiramalysis.

gate. LetP(1" € T, s4,,5,,, Sus, S2,) D€ the probability of one or more faults anywhere due to
sourcel’ in the two error correction routines calculating, s.,, s.,, s., Syndromes, that is, the
numberN in Eq. (8) gets modified t&V (T, s,,, S.,, Sz, S»,) Which is similar to the ones in Table
[Mexcept that we add the contributions from both error octices. Then folC4, whered = X

or A = Z, we approximate

F<S:B17 8217 8$27 822) ~ P(2+ E CA) _'_ 772(1 - /72)6 ZP(1+ E I? SIl? 8217 S-T27 822) _'_
I£G

(1— 72)7[]?(51’17 )+ F(sz,,82)]  (12)

The first term represents the contribution from having tweonare faults in the two-qubit gate,
the second term represents one gate fault and one or more $aulewhere in the error correction
routines and the third term represents no faults in the gatdstwo or more in either the error

correction on block 1 or block 2.

C. Estimation of o« and 8

Our next task is to provide estimates for the probability of an ancilla passing verification,

and 3, the probability of obtaining a zero syndrome. One can finotlzer estimation ofv and
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£ in Ref. |5]. Similar to the failure probabilityy and are functions of concatenation level, i.e.
F,((n — 1)) involves the functions(n — 1) = a(y(n — 1)) andf(n — 1) = S(¥(n — 1)). In the
following we omit the concatenation level dependenceweexpressy and/3 in terms ofy;.

For CSS codes, error correction is performed in two stepsleMhandZ errors are detected
in only one of the two step§; errors contribute to both. HenceXf, Y, Z errors are equally likely,
the probability to detect an error 233p for each step, whergdenotes the total error probability.

In the following paragraph we will speak of events that areecied asX errors orZ errors.
Thus if aY” error occurs this results in both a8handZ error event.

The fractiona of ancillas that pass verification can be calculated as

a = P(pass and nX) + P(pass andY ) =
P(pass and n&) + P(pass and n&@) —
P(pass and n&, no X ) + P(pass andZ,X). (13)

The last probability we approximate B§pass andZ,X ) ~ 0. The next table shows what types of

errors should be avoided in order to have a passing ancillanarX or no Z errors.

prep. ver. bitsH+meas. ver. bitsrom G|early wait inV|late wait in)|ver. wait inV

P(pass and n&) X,z X X,z X,Z Z X,z

P(pass and ni) zZ X X X X zZ

TABLE III: Types of errors in various subroutines that shibulot occur when ancilla passes verification
and should have n& or no Z errors. When we writeZ, it implies that neithetZ nor Y should occur,
sinceY is both anX andZ error. Late wait indicates the wait locations on ancillaitgithat are finished
interacting with the verification qubits. Early wait loaatis indicate the wait locations that occur before the
last interaction with the verification bits. Verification ivibcations indicate the wait locations that occur
on the verification qubits. Strictly speaking, for the cdnition tolP(pass and n&’) we should distinguish
between early and late wait errors on the verification qulitsapproximate this by requiring no types of

errors on the verification qubit wait locations.

For theC? gates, the exact contributions from various errors is hiamestimate (one has to
examine the cases more carefully), so we approximate thrsying that in order to have a passed

ancilla and naZ or no X error on the ancilla, al’'# gates have to have no errors. This implies
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that

P(pass and n&) = (1 — v,)* (1 — v1)*(1 — 271:n/3)* x

Mieg(1 — )N (1 — 27,,/3)(1 — 7,)°(1 — 12)"?, (14)

and, slightly different,

P(pass and n&) = (1 — 27,/3)*(1 — 271/3)*(1 — 271,,/3)* x
Mieg(1 — 27i/3)" <9 (1 — 27,,/3)(1 — 72) . (15)

Assuming that none of the possible faults occurs, then wesagrnhat
P(pass and N&, no X) ~ II;(1 — ~;)V€9Y), (16)

From these estimates we can calculate
Next we approximatg, the probability of obtaining a zero syndrome, itkaerror correction

routine as

B ~ P(no Z errors on anc} ancilla passedx P(no Z errors on syn. due t§) x

P(no X error coming intaY’). (a7)

We have
P(no Z errors on anc} ancilla passed= P(pass and n&@) /«. (18)

It is easy to estimate
P(no Z errors on syn. due t8) = (1 — 275/3)"(1 — 271,,/3)". (19)
Thirdly, we have

P(no incomingX error inXx’) = P(no incomingX error in Z) x
[BP(S; € Z leaves naX erronP(no X err. on waiting data+
(1 = B)P(S12.. s € Z leave noX error)], (20)

What is the probability?(no incomingX errors inZ)? If we assume that the previogsdid

its job, i.e. removed the errors, the only source of errdnésgate that was done aft&r. Since we
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do not know which gate was performed, we assume that the mrostgone gate occurred. Since

all gates in our model are transversal, we approximate
PP(no incomingX errors inZ) ~ (1 — 2(max~;)/3)". (21)
We further estimate

P(S, € Z leaves naX error) = P(S; gives noX errors on datax

P(no X errors on anc} anc. passed (22)
where
PP(S; gives noX errors on datp= (1 — 27,/3)". (23)
Lastly, we have
P(no X errors on anc| anc. passed= P(pass and n&)/«. (24)
We also estimate
P(Sy .. s € Z leave naX error) ~ P(S; € Z leave noX error)®. (25)

This estimate does not include the fact that the preparediaaumay have to wait (and degrade)
until they are coupled to the data. If there is only one syndraollection, the data may have to

wait until other full syndrome collections are done. We t#kis into account with
P(no X err. on waiting data= (1 — 2v,,/3)%'¢~1. (26)

Thus, using Eqs[(17) £(6), we arrive at a closed formulgfor

V. NUMERICAL THRESHOLD STUDIES FOR THE NONLOCAL MODEL

We have used the formulas for failure probabilities,and 5 of the last two subsections to
qguantify the fault-tolerance threshold for the nonlocald@lo We study the effect of the repeated
application of the maf¥,;(7), namely the dependence of the parameters on concatenevieln |
This is a four-dimensional map — there are five probabilit§alaes, but under our assumptions
711 and~y, behave identically. This four-dimensional flow is of coursgossible to visualize

directly, but two-dimensional projections of these flowsya to be very informative.
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FIG. 4. Flows of the one- and two-qubit failure rates undemczdenation in the nonlocal model. We
initially sety; = v2 = v, = vm = 10 x ,,. Four starting values are shown, two below threshold and
two above. The initial flow is evidently very similar regagds of whether the map is above or below
threshold. The hyperbolic structure of the flow is contmlley an unstable fixed point of the map at
M = Yw = m = Yp = 0.69 x 1074, andyz = 1.50 x 10—, shown as the black “star” symbol. Note that

the line onto which these flows asymptote hawery close t@ x ;.

In Figured# £5 we show three instances of such a projectedrdltve~, — . plane. In Fig[h
we have initially taken the memory failure probability to 1@% of the gate failure probability and
one- and two-qubit gate failure probabilities to be equadt is, prior to concatenation, we take
T =Y =Y = Ym = 10x7,. INFig.[B, we initially takey; = 0.25xv5 = 7, = Y = 10X, In
Fig.[d, we initially takey, = 2.0 x 2 = 7, = 7, = 10 x 7,,. With these initial choices, we look at
the flows as we concatenate the map. FiglkeEl4 — 6 show theibeasthe threshold noise value

is crossed. As is common in renormalization group flows,dles/e a hyperbolic character; the
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FIG. 5. Flows of the one- and two-qubit failure rates undemoatenation in the nonlocal model. We
initially sety; = 0.25 x v2 = 7, = vm = 10 X 7,,. Four starting values are shown, two below threshold
and two above. The initial flow is evidently very similar redi@ss of whether the map is above or below
threshold. The hyperbolic structure of the flow is contmlley an unstable fixed point of the map at
M = Yw = m = Yp = 0.69 x 1074, andyz = 1.50 x 10—, shown as the black “star” symbol. Note that

the line onto which these flows asymptote hawery close t® x ;.

flows all asymptote to a one-dimensional line (for which, as be seen in the figureg, ~ 27v,).
In Fig.[4, for all initial points up toy, < 3.35 x 1074, the flows follow this line to the origin,
indicating successful fault-tolerant computation; fdhadher failure rates the flows asymptote to
one, indicating the failure of error correction.

The whole character of the flow is set by the presence of arablesfixed point at the black
star, at approximately; = v, = Yim = 7, = 0.69 x 1074, andy, = 1.50 x 10~* in Figs.[4 6.

It is evident that the linearized map around this point haes positive (unstable) eigenvalue and
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FIG. 6: Flows of the one- and two-qubit failure rates undemoatenation in the nonlocal model. We
initially sety; = 2.0 X y2 = v, = vm = 10 x 7,,. Four starting values are shown, two below threshold
and two above. The initial flow is evidently very similar redi@ss of whether the map is above or below
threshold. The hyperbolic structure of the flow is contmlley an unstable fixed point of the map at
M = Yw = m = Yp = 0.69 x 1074, andy2 = 1.50 x 10—, shown as the black “star” symbol. Note that

the line onto which these flows asymptote hawery close t@ x ;.

four negative ones.

The threshold, of course, is not a single number; it is thassgpx between points in the four-
dimensional space of failure probabilities that flow to thigio upon concatenation, and those that
flow to one. This separatrix is a three-dimensional hypéaser A one-dimensional cut through
this hypersurface is shown in Fig. 7. This is shown in the @lahmemory failurey,, versus all

other failures, with all these rates taken to be the samg:= 71 = 72 = v, = vm. The threshold
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curve (indicated with black 'dot’ symbols) is nearly appiraated by a straight line.

15 . I
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FIG. 7: The threshold line and pseudothreshold curves sliowhre plane defined by the memory failure
rate,, and all other failure rates.;sc = 71 = 72 = v, = 7m. The pseudothreshold is defined as the
line along which one of the failure rates remains unchandtt the first iteration of the map; closer to
the origin, this failure rate decreases, further away itéases. The pseudothresholds §of v2, and-~,,

are shown. We note that along the line (dotted) for whigh= 0.1 x ~.s., & popular condition in earlier
studies, the gate pseudothresholds, particularly for tieequbit gate failure rate, are much higher than the

true threshold.

In Ref. %] it has been suggested that a reasonable estioratesfthreshold can be obtained by
finding the failure rate for which the error is unchangedratte first concatenation of the error-
correcting code. Figurds 4 ahtl 7 indicate that this rule oifrth actually has limited value (see

[20]). For all plotted initial points in Fig[l4, the failurergbabilities go down after one level of
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concatenation. However, after one more level of concaitametivo of the failure probabilities go
up again indicating that those two initial points were abthwreshold.

In Fig.[d we investigate this further by plotting three “pdethresholds” along with the actual
threshold curve. These pseudothresholds are the lineg albich~,, ~, and~,, are unchanged
after one iteration of the map. Obviously, these three arg aigferent from one another and
from the true threshold curve. Rather than being straidpet pseudothresholds are very curved.
They curve in to the origin for a very simple reasonyifand~, are initially zero, then no matter
what the value ofy,, (i.e. anywhere along thg-axis of the plot);y; and~, become nonzero after
one iteration, so every point on theaxis is above these pseudothresholds. The corresponding
statements hold about theaxis for they,, pseudothreshold.

We note that, particularly in the region wheyg << v.s., the~y; pseudothreshold is a very
substantial overestimate of the true threshold. On thevpdoindicate the line for which memory
failure is one-tenth of gate failure, a situation studieteasively by Steane l[5]. The, pseu-
dothreshold is aroungl.;,. = 1.2 x 10~3 (near the threshold value estimated by Steane), while the
true threshold is at.;,. = 0.34 x 103, about a factor of four lower. Looking at a wider range of
initial failure rate values, we find that the initial poiit0) is below its true threshold whenever all
of the~’s decrease on the first iteration of the map. However, tHesatithumb is much too con-
servative — there are large regions of this plot for which onmore of they’s initially increase,
and yet we are below threshold.

It appears that distinguishing logical one-qubit gate msrfoom logical two-qubit gate errors
has an important quantitative effect on our threshold es®s] they, curve turns upward much
more rapidly than the, curve if we are near but above the threshold, and, in the itycatd the
fixed point in Figs[# anfll5y, is twice as large as,. We see that this factor of two arises from
a very simple cause: the rectangle describing the replatemke for the two-qubit gate, Fi@l 3,
has two error correction blocks that can fail. Is this facbtwo simply an artifact of how we
group the encoded computation into rectangles? It is cledithe answer is no; for the two-qubit
gate, the key fact is that the failure of either error-caddlock will cause the entire encoded
two-qubit gate, and the two encoded qubits emerging frono ibe faulty. It appears that this is
the key reason that the differing behavior of one- and twbiogates under concatenation should
be taken into account.

For memory errors, the story is rather different: we see fitvatarge parts of Figld7 which

are below thresholdy,, increases (substantially, in fact) under concatenatidms @learly arises
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from the fact that upon encoding, a waiting period is repdaeéh an error correction step, with
all its (noisy) one- and two-qubit gates. One might thinkerththat it might be desirable to skip
error correction upon concatenation of a memory locatiorhil®this may indeed be possible,
it raises a danger that would require more extensive arsalgsassess: since single errors would
go uncorrected, the error rate of qubits fed into the folloyvrectangle would be greater. A
much more careful calculation of the effects of these passedrrors would need to be done to
determine if skipping error corrections would in fact beytfel.

Finally, we wish to note that the quantitiesand g are actually quite close to one near the
threshold values of the failure rates. Fo&rwe can understand this in the following way: the
probability of getting a nonzero syndrome— j, is roughly the probability for a single fault
amongN,, locations which make the syndrome nonzero, i.e. we can appate it asNgy,7.
For this argument we forget about any distinctions betwgped of errors and types of rectangles,
so theN,,, is some mean number of locations, ant some average failure rate. Now, a rough
estimate of the threshotd (see Sed_TIIB) isl /() whereN is the number of locations that can
cause errors on the data, see Télile Il. When N,,,, which is the case, we have~ 1 — 2/N.
SinceN is somewhere between 100 and 200, we concludeiisaiould be well above 90%, and
this is what we see. A similar discussion can be giverafdn some cases, at the pseudothreshold,

the values ofyr and 3 are much smaller.

VI. THE LOCAL MODEL WITH THE  [[7,1,3]] CODE

There are two main modifications that take place if we dembhatadll gates be local. First,
each error correction procedure needs to be modified sat thialtyi consists of local gates. In this
paper, we do not consider the additional overhead thatisiied from making the error correction
local. Second, we have to use the local replacement rulesexsig Figs[B an@11=15.

The typical values for the scale factor which we will vary in our numerical analysis, can
be estimated by considering how many qubits are in the emwection routine. For a nonlocal
routine this number of qubits (which includes one block ddgubits) isk = 7+ 2 X 1,.,(7+ 3).

In the regime (which we have found to be the relevant regiménnonlocal numerical study)
wherea — 1, n,., — 4, this givesk = 87. Note that we count both the ancillas & and Z
since theX ancillas will be prepared during th& routine. By making the error correction local

(for example by using dummy qubits) this number will incea®mewhat. Thus it seems that
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takingr in the range of 10-100 may be reasonable (for a two-dimeakamchitecture we may
taker ~ [v/k] which would giver = 10). The operations that move qubits around over distance
r are composed from operations that move over distdneenerer = 7d andr is some integer.
We assume that the failure probability scales linearly wiidtance (which is a good assumption
for small errors), i.e. if anove(d) operation has failure probability,,; then amove(r) operation
has failure probabilityy,,,, = 7V,n4-

As it turns out, in Steane’s error-correcting procedurerdgtare almost no one-qubit gates that
occur in parallel with a two-qubit gate. The only exceptisithie preparation of the verification bits
in the state+) that occurs during, but these can be prepared at the last convenient momesst. Thi
implies that the computation is always a sequence of mowesdallowed by local ‘in situ’ gates.
The modelling in SectionIITA shows that there are two typlesait locations, ones that originally
occur while a two-qubit gate occurs and ones that occur duinne-qubit local gate. The wait
locations of the first type get mapped onto much longer waltearor correction procedures, since
they have to wait until the data has been moved. We also asthandata has to be moved back
in place for the next gate, but it may be more efficient to moetsewhere so that it is ready for a
possible next nonlocal gate.

In the upcoming analysis, we distinguish between the faifunobabilities for composite and
elementary rectangles denotechég:) andy¢(n). Forn = 0, we of course havg®(0) = ¢(0).

We enumerate the types of locations and their probabilitidsble[T\V.

Locatior{ Description Failure Proh.
1 one-qubit gate "
2 two-qubit gate Yo
wl wait during one-qubit gate Yl

w2 wait during two-qubit gate Vw2

md move distance d Ymd

wd wait duringmove(d) Yuwd

1m |one-qubit gatet measurement vy,

D preparation Yp

TABLE IV: Types of locations and their failure probabilityrmbols in the local analysis.

We now discuss the required modifications of the nonlocal ehad compared to the local
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analysis with the[7, 1, 3]] code.

A. Madifications In The Failure Probability Estimation

Each locatiorl gets replaced by a composite 1-rectangle denotdef @asntaining more than 1
elementary 1-rectangle, denoted/és In order for the composite rectangle to fail at least one of

the elementary rectangles has to fail, or

Y (n) =1 —Ujjer: (1 —7;(n)), (27)

where the failure probabilities;(n) are calculated similarly as in the nonlocal model (see Egs.
(@) — (I12)). TabldV lists the occurrences of elementaryctamggles in composite 1-rectangles.
The elementary failure probabilitieg(n) are again functions of the vector of composite failure
probabilitiesy*(n — 1), i.e.95(n) = F';(7°(n — 1)).

l j| RS € Ry
1 1[1]
2 move(d)[27 = 2r/d], wait(d)[27], 2[1]
1m 1ml[1]
p pl1]
move(d) move(d)[r]
wait(d) wait(d)[r]
wl wl[l]
w2 wait(d)[27], w2[1]

TABLE V: Each locationl becomes a set of 1-rectangles by concatenation. The takdewhich types
of elementary 1-rectangles are present in the composiéetangleRR; based on the replacement rules of
Figs.[3 andCTNE=15. The number betwekindicates how often the elementary 1-rectangle occurdértsie

composite 1-rectangle.

Now we list the necessary modifications to the failure prdighof an elementary rectangle
and the estimation ok, the probability of an ancilla passing verification, afhdthe probability
of obtaining a zero syndrome. Note that the failure prolighg now a function of the composite

failure probabilities at the lower level. First we list theodifications to Tabl&ll in TablEZVI. In
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the source ‘errors due to propagation from the ancilla’, \8e aeed to use a modified 3, and

P(pass and nd), estimated in the next section.

Modified Source ] N
Memory faults on data at the end &f |5, ; 14(sz + 52)
Memory faults on data durin®@ |5, 6(0s,,s + 0s,,5)

Memory faults {v1) on data whes = 1|75, | 14(s — 1)(0s, 1 + 0s,,1)

Memory faults (v2) on data whes = 1|7, 7(s — 1)(0s,.1 + 0s,,1)

X errors on ancillas waitingu(1) for S |75, [14s(s — 1)(ds, s + 0s,,5)/2

X errors on ancillas waitingu2) for S |v54| 7s(s — 1)(0s, s + 9s,.5)/2

TABLE VI: Modified memory sources of failure and their cobtition to the failure probability. We only

list the sources that are different due to the distinctiomvbenwl andw2, the other sources are unchanged.

For a rectangle that acts on a single block, i.e= p, w1, w2, 1, 1m, move(d), wait(d), we
write, similar to Eq.[(¥)

7 (n) = BF4[1,1)(7°(n—1)) +28(1=B)F"[s, 1](7*(n—1))+ (1= B)*F'i[s, s](7(n—1)), (28)

where the functio®’; takes into account the modifications in the failure sources.

B. Modifications in o and 8

In each of the expressions in Sectlon 1V C (see Edns. (14} (26e have to use the failure
probabilities of thecomposite rectangles. Equations{]14) arid](15) change due to the clistin

betweenv1 andw?2 locations:

P(pass and n@) = (1 — ;)" (1 — 7)*(1 — 277,,/3)" x

Mg (1 =79V (1= 2955/3) (1 = 275, /3) (1 — 752)°(1 = 25) ", (29)
and, slightly different,

P(pass and n&) = (1 — 275/3)*(1 — 27{/3)*(1 — 275,,/3)* X

Mieg(1 — 2795 /3)N0E9 (1 — 292, /3)18(1 — 295, /3)M(1 — 45) ", (30)
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Note that in Eq.[[21) we maximize over all possible locatiomshis new model. We also

distinguish between1 andw? in Eq. (Z6):

P(no X err. on waiting datga= (1 — 2v¢,/3)™¢=D(1 — 24¢,/3)7¢=1), (31)

VIl. NUMERICAL THRESHOLD STUDIES FOR THE LOCAL MODEL

By numerical iteration of the equations of the precedindises, we study the repeated appli-
cation of the map determined by encoding with fl7e1, 3]] code in the local model. Although we
now have an even higher-dimensional map than in the nongtadies (eight dimensions rather
than five), the two cases are mathematically very similas;atzident that the structure of the flows
is again determined by the presence of an unstable fixed wdnbne positive eigenvalue (and in
this case8 — 1 = 7 negative eigenvalues). An important difference is thatdleal map contains a
free parameter;, the frequency of error correction while moving; we will ésip the freedom to
optimize the fault-tolerance threshold in the numericatigs below.

Our first observation, illustrated in Figl 8, is that the nuice values of the threshold failure
probabilities can in fact be strongly affected by the neettdasport qubits. For this figure we
take physical failure rateg;, = 72 = v = Vp» Y1 = Vw2 = 0.1 X Y2, Ywa = 0.1 X 7,4, @and
Ymd = T/T X2 = d X 3. In words, this means that the gate, measurement, and ptepeiailure
rates are taken all equal, wait errors (per unit time or pérdiatance travelled during moving
periods) are one-tenth of the gate failure rate, and movigghét over a unit distance is as noisy
as a gate operation (corresponding to a scenario, say, chwidving over unit distance requires
an actual swap gate execution). We have also optimizecder = 4, thatis,d = [(r/7)] = 13,
which means that error correction is performed on qubitsandit once every 13 units of distance
moved (13 swap gates, say).

As Fig.[8 shows, for these conditions the threshold (we plett threshold value) decreases
strongly withr; the dependence is very closetg™" o 1/r, confirming the analysis in Section
[MTB] Note however findings are more optimistic here thanahalytical lower bound in Section
[TE] that is, we see thats"™!o¢ v AShreshmenioc /1. for some constant which is a bit larger
than 1. For a scale parametet= 20, which could well be a reasonable number, we g&tsh =
0.73 x 1074, nearly an order of magnitude below the numbers typicalémitnlocal model, shown
in Fig.[4. We have plotted these results in the high noise Jiooit we have found similar behavior

when the noise during transit is not very high, as seen in épeddence onin Fig.[I0 for small
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FIG. 8: Gate failure rate threshold versus the scale pamméor the local model. We have taken =
Y2 = Ym = Ypr Ywl = Yw2 = 0.1 X 72, Yya = 0.1 X Yppq, @Ndyq = r/7 X 7. 7, the frequency with
which a qubit is error-corrected while being moved overatise r is optimized in every case. The threshold

follows very close to d /r dependence.

Fig.[@ shows the result of varying for the failure probability choices of Fifl 8, with fixed
r = 50. We do this by choosing athat minimizes the threshold probability. After that wefixo
be the optimal value, that is we do not adjustt each level of concatenation. While the threshold
value is not a very strong function of it is clearly optimal forr = 4. In more general studies in
which we vary the initial values foy andr we do not find a simple relation between the optimal
7 and these parameters.

This result was initially surprising to us, since it saysttiias optimal to allow the moving

gubits to become about thirteen times noisier than the gublved in gate operations before
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FIG. 9: Gate failure rate threshold versusthe frequency of error correction of a transported quioit, f
r = 50. As in Fig.[8, we have takefy = v2 = Ym = ¥, Y1 = Yw2 = 0.1 X 72, Ywd = 0.1 X Vg, and

Ymd = 7/T X 2. While not very strongly--dependent, the optimal threshold occurs at 4.

they are error corrected. The explanation for this seeme tihdit since qubits in motion do not
have a chance of spreading error to other data qubits, altpthiem to get noisier is not dangerous,
and is actually desirable given the level of errors intragtliby the error correction step itself. Of
course, before they couple to other qubits we perform am-eowecting step in order to get rid of
the accumulation of errors. A similar choice of less fregwror correction may be advantageous
for a qubit who undergoes a few one-qubit and wait locatiarsiccession. In such a case, errors
do not spread to other blocks during these procedures andnigé the sequence by an error-
correcting step as in the qubits in transit case.

Finally, Fig.[T0 shows the result of varying between noisgl@oving and high-noise moving

scenarios. This is captured by varying the parameterthe settingy,,, = er/7 x ~. The
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FIG. 10: Gate failure rate threshold versysa parameter that measures the relative noise rate per unit
distance for a qubit being moved. We initially set = v = v = Y, Yw1 = Yw2 = 0.1 X ¥,
Ywd = 0.1 X 7/7 X 9, and~y,,q = er/T X v2. Scale parametensequals 20, 50, and 80 are studied. At

every pointr is re-optimized. The dependence ©is slow, evidently slower thah/e.

choice forv,,, reflects the idea that the failure rates for qubits that atiévgaduring a move step
should depend only on the distance moved (and thereforéntleevaiting during each elementary
move step).e = 1 is exactly the scenario explored in Figs. 8 &hdc9= 0 corresponds to free
moving, in which the qubit can be converted into some nosseflying form for transportation;
a rather artificial feature of this limit is that waiting iseth noisier than moving. In Fig. 110,
the other parameters are initially set ag: = v = Y = Vp» Yw1 = Yw2 = 0.1 X 72, and
Ywd = 0.1 X 7/T X 5.

It is evident from this that the error threshold is a weakercfion of the moving failure rate

e than it is of the scale parameter Whene — 0 the waiting during moving is more error-
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prone than the moving itself and this waiting should be th@éroause of the /r behavior in this
limit. In other words it is the scale-up of the circuit withezy level of concatenation and the
additional waiting this causes, i.ewait(d) location gets replaced bywait(d) locations, that is
the dominant reason why the threshold is lower than in théogahmodel.

On the other hand, the “weak” dependence seems to indicate that repeated error correction
during moving is able to maintain acceptable fidelity for theved qubits even in the face of
moving errors.

This gives some new hope for schemes, such as those inv@ping in semiconductors or
Josephson junctions, in which qubit moving is inherentlgiffecult as gate operations. We know
that in such a high failure-rate regime, entanglementidigion followed by purification and then
teleportation, can be a more effective way of moving qui@itS'[17]. The rather strong sensitivity
to  that we find (Fig[B) suggests that if such strategies are @yed| they should best be used in
a way which does not increase the number of ancillas needddence the scale parameter, too
much.

Our numerics of course add a note of caution to this optimeithough the: dependence we
find is not too severe, over most of the range of the plot in[E@y.the actual values of the fault-
tolerance threshold failure rate is well belaw, in a range that is presently far, far beyond the

capability of any quantum computer prototype in the labmmat

VIIl. OUTLOOK

We see at least two extensions of this direction of reseate is to indeed make the error
correction routine local, assuming some mechanism fortslistance transportation and a spatial
layout of the qubits. We could then redo our local analysassibly with some more lengthy
analysis of the failure probability that includes more dstan order to get a full estimate of the
change in threshold due to locality. Secondly, one needsrsider where all the additional error
correction in transit and moving will take place and has tsigie a layout for this. Given this

layout there may be modifications to the replacement rulesder to reflect the real architecture.
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APPENDIX A: REPLACEMENT RULES

) = H -
lq1) — ] =
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FIG. 11: The replacement rule for a one-qubit gate locafioar await1 location. The dashed box rep-
resents a 1l-rectanglef represents the error correction procedufé.represents the local fault-tolerant

implementation of/. Note that in each figure, a qubit i,,_; is encoded as» = 7 qubits inM,,.
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FIG. 12: The replacement rule for a one-qubit gétéollowed by a measurement.



38

la0) — - wait(x) i 1 Jwait() |

lg1) —E— Walt(l”)—i—e— wait(r) :

|g2) —: wait(r) :| |: wait(r) :

|a) = las) _: £ [ wait(r) % & E — wait(r) :
|g4) —: wait(r) :l wait(r) :

|g5) —:' wait(r) -:-lF wait(r) l

|g6) —:‘ wait(r) ‘:Jl- wait(r) l

M, L_ - === _,L,,,M;JL ______ -

FIG. 13: The replacement rule forait2 (also calledw?2) location acting in parallel with a two-qubit gate.

The replacement circuit contains three elementary 1-ngtea.

r- === = r- === =
|90) —lr move(r) | —lr move(r) |
lq1) —:’ 4{ move(r) H* —:r — move(r) |
|g2) —: w —: move(r) :

l|g) — move(r) — |q3) —: E A{We(r)“f —: E Hmove(r) :
|qa) —: —{ move(r) }:7 —: — move(r) :
lgs) —:r 4{ move(r) Hﬁ —:r — move(r) :
R (| e L

Mn—l Mn
FIG. 14: The replacement rule formaove(r) gate. The replacement circuit containelementary 1-

rectangles.

r- - === = r- - === =

lqo) — wait(r) — wait(r)
| | | |

lg1) —H wait(r) H— —H wait(r)
| | | |
|g2) —: wait(r) : _: wait(r) :
lg) —wait(r) — — |g3) —: E H wait(r) :— —: £ wait(r) :
|qa) —: wait(r) :— —: wait(r) :
| | | |

lgs) — wait(r) H— —H wait(r)
| | | |

lg6) — wait(r) H— —H wait(r)
L ———— —J L ————= |

Mn—l Mn

FIG. 15: The replacement rule forwait(r) gate. The replacement circuit containselementary 1-

rectangles.
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APPENDIX B: DEFINITIONS OF n-RECTANGLES, BLOCKS AND SPARSENESS

e A set of qubits inM,, is called ans-block if they originate from one qubit id/,,_,. A s-
rectanglein M, is a set of locations that originates from one locationipn .. A s-working

period is the time interval inV/,, which corresponds to one time stepif), .

e Let B be a set ofi-blocks in the computatiof/,,. An (n, k)-sparse set of qubitsA in B is
a set of qubits in which for everny-block in B, there are at most (n — 1)-blocks such that
the setA in this block is not(n — 1, k)-sparse. A0, k)-sparse set of qubits is an empty set

of qubits.

e Asetoflocationsin a-rectangle ign, k)-sparsewhen there are at mokt(n—1)-rectangles
such that the set is ndt — 1, k)-sparse in thatn — 1)-rectangle. A(0, k)-sparse set of
locations in a0-rectangle is an empty set. A fault-path i, is (n, k)-sparse if in each

n-rectangle, the set of faulty locations(is, k)-sparse.

e A computation cod€' hasspread ¢ if one fault occurring in a particular-working period
affects at most qubits in each 1-block, i.e. causes at mostrors in each 1-block in that

particular working period.
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APPENDIX C: ERROR-CORRECTING USING THE [[7,1, 3]] CODE

Data : (R
|
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o VL1 s

0)

0) —_f=o
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|0) — o Lo N

0 g

0) — j—s

FIG. 16: The Stean& -error correction protocolY [5]. The black circle represents control on a nonzero
result. A white circle represents control on a zero restlltepresents a classical procedure to checkadff
the s syndromes agree. The dashed box procedure is applied ahly dontrolling syndrome is not zero.
There aren,.., prepared ancilla blocks. Each line represents 7 qubiterAfta ‘good’ verification blocks

remain.R represents the recovery procedure.

0] q @
0] o q

0] o \

0] @ N N
[0}

[oj#]

[0} ]

FIG. 17: TheG network for X or Z-error correction|[3]. The network can be executed in 5 titeps. It

produces the encoded) state. The boxed zero represents preparation|@f state.
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FIG. 18: TheV network [8,14], executable in 6 time steps. The boxed zguoesents preparation of the
|0) state. The stat®) is the seven-qubit encodé@) state. If each measurement output is 0, then the ancilla
block is deemed ‘good’, that is, it has been checkedXoerrors. The network is the same for theerror

correction procedure.
APPENDIX D: GATE COUNTS

We calculate the number of locations in the circ@its), S, andR for the recovery gate (see
Figs.[IT[1B.19). Note that when recovery takes place, ajobé-gate is executed on the data.

We denote these numbersidsi € G), etc.

12 wl w2 |1m|p
S|0| 7|14 (ondata) 0 710
G139 4 3 017
V4|13 14 15+3] 4 |4
R|1] 0 6 0 010

TABLE VII: Number of locations of each typd (2, w1, w2, 1m, or p) in individual routinesg, V, S and
the recovery gateR. Thewl andw?2 locations combined are simply called locations in the nonlocal

analysis.
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FIG. 19: The syndrome netwotkfor X-error correctionl[3]. This network can be executed in 3 tsteps.
Here EE represents classical error extraction. The net@ddc Z-error correction use§~ gates in place

of CZ gates, with the ancillas acting as control and the data gsttgubits.
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