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To exploit a given physical system for quantum informationgessing, it is critical to understand the different
types of noise affecting quantum control. Distinguishimfperent and incoherent errors is extremely useful as
they can be reduced in different ways. Coherent errors arerghy easier to reduce at the hardware level, e.g.
by improving calibration, whereas some sources of incatiezerors, e.g.7> processes, can be reduced by
engineering robust pulses. In this work, we illustrate hawity benchmarking and randomized benchmarking
can be used together to distinguish between coherent antieérent errors and to quantify the reduction in
both of them due to using optimal control pulses and accogrftir the transfer function in an electron spin
resonance system. We also prove that purity benchmarkmgdas bounds on the optimal fidelity and diamond
norm that can be achieved by correcting the coherent etioyagh improving calibration.

A key obstacle to realizing scalable quantum informationas quantified by the worst-case error per gate (WEPG), also
processing (QIP) is implementing quantum gates suffigientl known as the diamond distancla[ZO]
precisely so that errors can be detected and correBtEb.[l—G] L
This requires both the intrinsic noise and the noise in the co €o =3 mfx 1€ =210 Z(W)lx @)
trol to be characterized. The combined noise can be com-
pletely characterized using either quantum process tomogrwhere|| A||; = Tr vV AT A andZ is the identity channel acting
phy (QPT) [17[]3] or gate set tomography (GS%)@, 10]. How-on an ancillary system of the same size to account for the ef-
ever, these methods are time-consuming and scale expondgct of the noise on entangled inputs. Therefore, idemtdyi
tially in the number of qubits. whether the noise is primarily coherent or incoherent isess
Instead of completely characterizing a system, we can eftial for determining an appropriate error threshold wheal-ev
ficiently quantify how noisy the experimental operations.ar uating a physical system and for determining whether exper-
The most prominent method along these lines is randomizeitnental effort should prioritize improving calibration eup-
benchmarking (RB) [12—=17], which gives an efficient estienat pressing incoherent error processes.
of the benchmarking error per gate (BEPG) defined as Several approaches have been developed to provide more
information about the noise than just the BEPG while re-
e&)=1-F=1—- /du; (WIE(| X)), (1)  taining the advantages of RB [21124]. In particular, purity
benchmarking (PB) [23] enables the quantification of the co-
where £ is the noise channel and the integral (the channeherence of a noise process without assuming a specific noise
fidelity F') is over all pure statel)) according to the Haar model, which can be used to obtain an improved estimate of
measure. However, the BEPG is, by construction, insessitivthe WEPG |L_2}5|]6], whereas the method of Ref] [24] detects
to many of the particular details of the noise mechanism. Asadditive coherent errors under specific assumptions aheut t
errors due to different noise mechanisms can be corrected imoise model.
different ways and have different impacts on QIP, undetstan  In this paper, we show that PB can be used to quantify the
ing the noise characteristics in quantum systems is otatiti best achievable BEPG and WEPG under optimal control for
importance. single-qubit systems. We then test PB in a specific modal-
Noise characteristics can be broadly grouped as either caty, namely, a solid-state electron spin resonance (ESR) sy
herent (unitary) or incoherent (statistical). Cohereris@gs tem. Bulk ESR samples consist of an ensemble of (nearly)
usually due to systematic control errors in, for example, im identical spins, which can mimic the behaviour of a fixed
perfect rotation angles or ax[ 19], which may be easiemumber of qubits depending on the structure of the solid and
to reduce than incoherent noise suctiaandT; processes. the species of the spins. ESR provides one path to scalable
The BEPG for coherent noise accumulates quadratically witlQIP using techniques such as algorithmic cooling and dis-
the number of gates whereas incoherent noise accumulatgghuted node quantum information process@ [27], whieh a
linearly. Furthermore, coherent and incoherent noisel wit viable because electron spins have larger thermal potamiza
the same BEPG may lead to dramatically different thresholdand faster relaxation rates than nuclear spins, and hyperfin
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coupled nuclear spins can also be efficiently controlledgisi is, u(€) = u(£’) = Tr X2. By Von Neumann’s trace inequal-
ESR technique@EBO]. The quantum control techniques dety,

veloped in QIP are also very useful for modern ESR spec-

troscopy[311| 32]. Achieving high fidelity quantum control i €(€) <eoloV) (8)
ESR is challenging due to the limited bandwidth of a con- . ) , .
ventional microwave resonator. In this work, RB and pgfor any unitary operations andV, s0¢(&”) = €n(€). Writ-
protocols are used to assess the control accuracy of an elfd = = 1s — €(£)d whered is nonnegative for any CPTP
semble single-qubit system. We demonstrate the redugction imap @] andlr § = 6 from Eq. [7), we have

both the coherent and incoherent errors obtained by finrsgusi 2¢(&") e(£')?
the transfer function of the microwave control system to cor ul)=1- —5 Trd + —3 Tr §2
rect numerically-derived optimal control (OC) pul as
umerically-derived opti (OC) pulses [a8H =1—4e(&) + (4 + 0)e(E)?, 9)

then using a spin-packet selection technique to effegties!

duce the inhomogeneous spectral broaderiirig [34]. The IOWf'or a single qubit. The minimum and maximum values of
est values we obtained for BEP®) @nd the incoherent er- ¢ subject toe(€’) < 1/3, Trd — 6, and the CPTP con-

. ; ; -3
ror (ein, defined below) for Clifford gates afe3 x 10~ and straints m 6] are 0 and 2, attained when= 21 and

-3 .
5%;& 1.0 ,hrespectlvely. ™ . h .. 011 = 022 = 3 respectively. Therefore the incoherent er-
e incoherent error per gateFhe primary characteristic ror for a single qubit satisfies

of a coherent noise process is that it can be corrected by di-

rectly reversing the unitary process with perfect contkte 1
therefore define the incoherent error per gate (IEPG) ofgenoi €in(€) = (&) = ) (1 B “(5)) ’ (10)
channel€ to be the optimal BEPG that can be achieved by )
correctings with perfect unitary operations, that is, to within €, (£)? /2 as claimed. _
Now we consider the part of error that is removed by the
€m(E) =mineUd o E0 V) (3)  optimal unitary corrections. Witi = U/ o E oV andW =
uy VolU, from Eq. [7) the BEPG of is
for any unitary operationg/ and V. For a generald- 1 1
dimensional system, the incoherent error satisfies e(€) = g Tr(ls = ¥) + ¢ Tr(ls = W)
1
Oz > -], @ g Tl = Wu)(ls — %)
= €in(E) + W) + Olem(E)e(W))] (11)

where the unitarity is{ES]
where the order of the higher-order term comes fioimeing

d diagonal and the diagonal elements of a generic CPTPmia
uf) = d—1 /dw TE(XY] — g L)) ®) beiggl — O(e(M)) [17]. We can regarty gndv as coherentIO
errors and so the BEPG of the (composite) coherent error is
We now show that the lower bound on the incoherent er-

ror in Eq. [4) is saturated t@[e;,(€)?] in the single-qubit €coh (&) = W) = €(&) — €im(E) + Oem(E)e(W)), (12)
case. Le€, = ’Ik[o—j.g(o—k)]/Q be the process matrix df, o )
where{og, 01,02,03} = {l3,0,,0,,0.}. The process ma- Which is also equivalent [t (ein (£)e(VW))] to the BEPG re-
trix of any completely-positive and trace-preserving (®pT Moved by the optimal unitary corrections.

noise channel can be written in block form as The IEPG also provides an improved bound on the optimal
WEPGe, .t that can be achieved by applying unitary correc-
1 0 tions. Let&!, be the unital part of’, that is, the channel such
E= . (6) that&’(A) = E.(A) + Ao, Tr Aforall A € C**2. We then
& &y have
The unitarity and BEPG of are E'@RI(p)=E,@I(p) +Io, @ Tryp (13)
1 1 wher€eTr pis the partial trace over the first system. By the tri-
u(&)=-Tr&lE, ; . RO )
3 angle inequality and submultiplicativity of the diamondmg
1
6(5) = gTr(]lZS_gu) (7) EQ((C;I) SEQ(CC/‘;)+|A|H1$X”TI'11!JH1
Any single-qubit noise channel can be corrected to another < e(E)+ V2|Al (14)

channek’ such that€!, = ¥ and€], = (0,0, )T for some\
and some real diagonal by applying suitable (perfect) uni- where the maximization is achieved by any maximally entan-
tary operatord [35], which leaves the unitarity unchantfeat,  gled state. A/ is a Pauli channemEhG[lN < 3e(&’) and
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with a lower bound on the WEPG in terms of the BEPG [17],the reference framHhZ]. The initial state in all experitsaes
we have represented by the deviation density matrix
, We can estimate the BEPG and IEPG averaged over the set
Coont(€) = €o(€") € [Fem(€), (3 +3V2)ew ()] (15) of operationsG via RB and PB as followd [15, 23] (see the
Both these constraints are lineardin(£) and so give reason- quantum circuits in Fid.11). (1) Prepare the state(2) Apply
able estimates ag,(£) decreases compared to the gap be-a sequence of. uniformly-random operations froi@, which
tween the optimal scalings for the lower and upper bounds ifinapso to p;. (2.1) For RB, apply arecovery galec G that
terms ofe(£) alone, which diverge by orders of magnitude asmapsp; back to-to.. When the final state iso. we change
(&) decrease@O]. the sign to be positive in post-processing, that is, impleme
Experimental Implementation@ur X-band pulsed ESR a virtual X gate. (3) For RB, estimate the expectation value
spectrometer was custom-built for QIP experiments and in{c-). For PB, estimate the purity
cludes arbitrary waveform generation and a loop-gap res-
onator for sub-millimeter sized samples that allows foarel P ={0)* + (0y)* + (02)” (16)
tively broadband controlIiM]. For an ensemble single-fubi ) )
system, we use a sample of gamma-irradiated fused quartz.%4 the final statep;. Averaging over random sequences of
paramagnetic sample in powder form where the primary del€ngthm and fitting to
fectis a spin-1/2 unpaired electron at an oxygen vacéﬂ]y [37 m
with T) ~ 160 s, Ts ~ 30 s, andT; ~ 80 ns. {02) = A- + B(1 = 2¢)
A pulse generated with an initial waveforf# (f) in the (P) = A"+ B'um™! (17)
frequency-domain representation will be distorted to a new
waveformWW’(f) seen by the spins due to the system’s transfor RB and PB, respectively, under trace-preserving noise,
fer function 7, which is the frequency-domain representa-allows ¢ and the unitarityu (and hence, via Eq. [10)) to
tion of the impulse response of the systéE @ 39], so thalpe estimated where the constants absorb the state preparati
W' = T -W where: denotes the point-wise product®fand  and measurement (SPAM) errors and the non-unitality of the
W. The transfer function includes contributions from the res noise. In particulard’ = >~ ,, A3, (M € {0, 0y, 0.}) with
onator’s transfer function and other imperfections in thise
generation and transmission. One me_tlhod to correqtf) Ay =Tr ME(31,) = S ZTr ME(GpGY),  (18)
is to distort the initial waveform to b& —' - . The accu- 24 G
racy of this method is limited by the accuracy with whith
can be determined. We measufeby detecting Rabi oscil- where the summation is over the single-qubit Clifford group
lations of the electron spins as a function of the microwaveand the equality follows from the fact that the Clifford gpou
frequency|[40]. This measured transfer function, denoted bis a unitary 2-design and hence is also a unitary 1-design [14
Tmeas, 1S then used to modify the input OC pulse so that theWe can therefore estimate both constant off-sets by perform
distorted pulse seen by the spins will approximate the ddsir ing a single Clifford gate, measuring the expectation v&hfe
waveform. (0.), (0z), and(o,) and averaging over all Clifford gates.
We use three OC pulses;/2 andr rotations (denoted by The expectation values are measured by the corresponding
X90, X180, Y90 and Y180 for rotations around theand  spin echo detection sequences in Figs. 1(c) and (d). We sam-
y-axes respectively) and an identity operation (denotefl)by ple 150 random sequences for each sequence lengthRB
The pulses are each 150 ns long and designed to be robustasd PB independently.
distributions of Larmor frequency and microwavi, | field Results and DiscussionFhe results of the RB and PB ex-
that closely mimic the measured properties of the combinegeriments are presented in Hig. 2, with the corresponding es
system of our sample and resonator [40]. The design fidelityimates for the BEPG, IEPG, coherent error rate and optimal
of each pulse exceeds 99.7% when averaged over these d&#EPG listed in TablETV.
tributions @]. The experimental results span three csifé Pulse distortion due to the system transfer function is sig-
conditions for implementing the OC pulses: (1) not taking th nificant, as the transfer function bandwidth-0100 MHz is
system transfer function into accoung., assuming/ = 1 comparable to the pulse excitation bandwidth. The improve-
for all frequencies, (2) modifying the input pulses usifig..s, ment between results from the unmodified OC pul§es<(1)
and (3) the same as (2) but also implementing a spin-packeind those modified by taking into accouf{..s in Table[T\V
selection (SEL) state preparation seque [34] whiclceffe demonstrates substantial reductioneig, from ~ 1072 to
tively increaseqd’; by a factor of 2. ~ 1073, Theg;, is also reduced by approximately a factor
We implement the 24 elements of the Clifford group asof two, from~ 1.0 x 1072 to ~ 0.5 x 102, This shows
G = SPZ whereS € {Z,X90,Y90}, P € {Z,Y180}, thatthe pulse distortionis non-negligible, and causek bot
and Z € {Z,790,7180,7270}. S andP are implemented herent and incoherent errors. The larger incoherent eoror f
using the numerically derivedl, 7/2 andr pulses and alter- the unmodified OC pulses is largely due to the OC pulses los-
ing the phase as needed to achieveand y-axis rotations. ing their engineered robustness to Larmor frequencyand
The operations inZ are implemented virtually by changing inhomogeneities when assumifig= 1.



4

rates estimated using the single-exponential decay model a
(a) RB the averaged values over this non-constant noise. Lindblad
p; n numerical simulations (where t1# process is simulated by

averaging over multiple simulations with different Larnfica-

(b) PB quencies) give non-exponential decays for RB and [PB [40],
p; m,,,m agreeing vy|th our expenmental results. To reduce the non-
' . . . Markovianity due tdly', we implement SEL sequences before
each of the benchmarking sequences, which selects a narrowe

(c) /2 " sin  (d) n spin ; : . ;
e grim IS W line-width so the benchmarking experiments have a lofiger
1 [ N | L2 R (~ 160 ns) to begin With|E0]. After incorporating the SEL

sequences, the experimentally observed decays fit to aesing|
. . o exponential better (see the purple data points and pure do
Figure 1. (Color online) Quantum circuits for (2) RB and (BLFhe  taq |ines in Fig[R). The Lindblad simulation results witfe th

initial statep; is o, and the measurementg are spin echo detection N S .
sequences for measuririg. ) for RB and(c., ») for PB. & in (a) Iongerﬁ also exhibit single exponential decays up~tb0
; gates|[40]

is the recovery gate that returns the stateti®,. A total of 150 > )
random sequences with; € {Z, X90, Y90} and P; € {Z, X180} Using the SEL sequence improwgs from (6.6 + 0.2) x
(and virtualz-axis rotations) are applied for each sequence length 1072 to (5.4 4 0.2) x 10~3, but has no statistically significant
for RB and PB. (c) and (d) are the spin echo detection seqadoce effect one..,, which is(0.94+0.4) x 10—3 and(0.7+0.4) x
measuringo:) and(o..,), respectively. Ther/2 andr pulses are  1()—3 with and without SEL, respectively. This implies the
35 ns Gaussian pulses around yhaxis, andr=700 ns represents a 7 effect mainly contributes to the incoherent error. In the

delay. Lindblad simulations of the benchmarking sequences using
the extended’;, €;, caused byl}, Ty, andTy is 3.5 x 1073,
T=1 T = Tiens T = Tiens ande.,,, caused by the imperfection in the OC pulse design
is0.5 x 1073 [@]. We attribute the discrepancy between the
no SEL no SEL SEL simulated and experimental valuesegf ande..;, to possible
inaccuracy in the measured decoherence times, fluctuations
‘ 0.0234(11) 0.0073(2) 0.0063(2) in the control mechanisms, and imperfect knowledge of the
€in 0.0105(10) 0.0066(2) 0.0054(2) transfer function.
Conclusions-We have demonstrated how RB and PB can
€coh 0.0129(21) 0.0007(4) 0.0009(4)

be used together to go beyond quantifying average gate fi-
€o0pt  0.040(26) 0.024(15) 0.020(12) delities by distinguishing coherent and incoherent contri
tions to the error. This allows improvements in calibration

Table I. Estimates of the BEP& IEPGe;,, coherent error rate.qn, and engineering pulses to suppress incoherent errors m-be i
and optimal WEPG under perfect calibration,,: per Clifford gate. ~ Plemented and diagnosed independently. Pulse distortien d
Gates are realized with OC pulses that assume a flat transfetidn ~ to the system transfer functidhis the dominant error source
(T = 1) or are distorted based on the measured transfer functioin our system and contributes greatly to the coherent part of
(T = Tmeas), and with or without spin packet selection (SEL) se- the gate error. Our measurementfohelps improve the OC
quences respectively. Note that the values listed heretztegned 1 |se fidelities significantly. The incoherent error is paiity

by fitting the RB and PB data to a single-exponential decagreds due toT}, T» and Ty processes. By effectively extendifg

the actual decays are non-exponential, especially ndiiega the d h Markovi ff di h |
T = 1 case. Thus, the estimated gate errors given here are effellV€ reduce the non-Markovian efiect and improve the contro

tively averaged over the non-Markovian noise (see mair).text fidelity further.
Results from gate set tomography included in the supple-

mental material indicate that our system has substantial ga

Although the decay rates of both the RB and PB experimendependent noise. The PB protocol has only been analyzed
tal results are substantially reduced by usjig.s to improve  under the assumption of gate-independent noise. Simoatio
the OC pulses, the decays seem to deviate from a single exposing the estimates from gate set tomography indicate that
nential decay (i.e., see the oscillating deviations of ttemge =~ PB can distinguish between gate-dependent coherent errors
data points from the orange solid lines in [ify. 2), implyihgt that look incoherent when averaged over the gates and a gate-
existence of non-Markovian noise. In our system, the Larmoindependent incoherent process, at least for some phlysical
frequency distribution for different spin-packefg;(effect)  realistic error models. However, we leave the general behav
results in a significant non-Markovian effett [34]) 43]. The of PB under gate-dependent noise as an open problem.
benchmarking pulse sequences act like filters, in thattte-sp ~ Acknowledgement This research was supported by
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Supplementary Material: Estimating the coherence of noisén quantum control of a solid-state qubit

Determination of the system transfer function and(o,(t)) can be expressed as:

_ _ _ i(t—to) Ao /2 —i(t—to) Ao /2
In order to characterize our transfer function, we measure (7=(t)) = Tr(ame_ ’ p(t)e _ ’ ) (S4)
Rabi oscillations of the spin signal under microwave puises (g, (t)) = Tr(a ¢! 10)287=/2p(p)e (1 =10)80=/2) = (s5)
across a set of offset frequencies. By numerically fitting th ) ) )
measured oscillations to a theoretical model, the amitud Ve applied constant amplitude pulses at frequeneyd fit-

and phase of the transfer function are obtained. ted the experimental oscillations @#..(t)) and (o, (?)) to
First, we consider the Hamiltonian of the single-qubit sys-Eds. [S#) and(35) (see Fig. 4) to extracand(2. By vary-
tem in the lab frame: ing w, we can obtain estimates 0k /(Qye'¥0) at different
o o frequencies.
Hiap = Ho + Hmw = Woé + 97@ cos(w(t —to) + 1), There are two issues of the method described above that

(S1) heedto be addressed. First, the method assumes the input mi-

) . ) _crowave pulse with constant amplitude and single frequency
whereH) is the Zeeman interaction between the electron spiomponent. However, in real systems the pulses will have a
and the static magnetic field arfdh,, is the interaction be- yising and falling at the beginning and end, during which the
tween the electron spin and the microwave field. Using thepin experiences varying microwave field. If the rising and
rotating-wave approximation (RWA), the Hamiltonian in the ajjing time is very short compared to the total pulse length
rotating frame with frequenay has the following form: the effect can be neglected to a good approximation. In our

o Oz oy . system, due to the finite bandwidth of the resonator as well
Hewn = _AE + 9(7 cos(y) + 2 sin(¥), (S2) as limitations in the transmission componemg( 1Q mixer

whereA = w — wy, Q, andy are the offset frequency, am- and amplifier_), the rising an(_j falling time of a pulse is ardun
plitude, and phase of the microwave pulse, respectivelyeHe 210 ns, which is non-negligible for short pulses. To reduce
we consider a constafi for simplicity which means the mi- the effect of the rising and falling of the pulse, we used-rela
crowave pulse has a single frequency componest cos(1) tlvely long pulses (>120 ns). By fitting .Rabl oscnlatlons_as
andQsin(y) are always referred to as in-phase part (denote§UMing the pulses are perfect pulses with constant amplitud
asW,) and quadrature part (denoted d&,). This allows W€ obtained an |n|t!a! guess fc_)r the transfer function (defio
the waveform to be conveniently written in a complex form of 2570). In the nextfitting iteration, we simulated the Rabi 0s-
Wo + iWg = Qei®. Distortion caused by the finite band- C|I_Ia_t|o_ns due to the p_ulses distorted fy. In thls_ way, we
width of the resonator and imperfections in microwave genJMinimize the effect of imperfect pulses and obtained a reffine
eration and transmission mak8s¥ different from the in- transfer function. Another issue is that the fitting resaftthe
tended wavefornfoe’e. The ratioQe’® /(Qgei?o) is the phase part of the transfer function(w), strongly depend on

value of the transfer functioit at offset frequencyh. There-  the choice of the starting time poirg. From Eg. [(Sh), itis
fore, 7 can be obtained by measurifig’* /(Qqe*) at dif- not difficult to prove that with a temporal shift relative tot,,
ferent offset frequencies. 1 (w) will get an additional slope which i&w. Due to the dis-

Equation [SP) shows that in the rotating frame with tortion of the pulses, there is uncertainty in determirtingro
frequency w, the spin polarization is rotating at the compensate, we used the refined fitting result of the transfer

frequency w1 = VAZ+ Q2 around the axisin = function as an initial guess to modify our optimal contro@0»

(% cos(¥), w% sin(v)), _%) (Fig. @). The initial state of, pulses and measured the average gate fidelity using random-

evolves as: ized benchmarking (RB). We ther_w performed a few iterations
of feed-back control where we slightly adjusted the slope of
o(t) = (COS2(M) + sinQ(M) cos 20)o, the phase of the transfer function (and our OC pulses accord-
2 ingly) until we maximized our average gate fidelity and got
+ (Sinz(wl(t — to) ) sin 26 cos ¥ the measured transfer functiGf...s as shown irj_Figj:IS. The
gate set tomography (GST) results of unmodified OC pulses,
+ sin(wi (t — to)) sin @ sinvp)o, the OC pulses modified bJ,..s, and the OC pulses modified
wr (t — ¢ by | Tmeas| @re given in Tablg]l. The table clearly shows both
.92 1( 0) in 20 si ! . .
+ (sin”( ) sin 20 sin ¢ the amplitude and phase of the transfer function are impbrta
— sin(wi (t — to)) sin 6 cos ¥) o, (S3) in improving the fidelities of the OC puls_,es.
’ It should be noted thaf,,..s becomes inaccurate when the
wheresinf = w% andcosf = —WA. In our experiments, offset frequency\ is large, as the fitting of the experimental

it is more convenient to work in the rotating frame of fre- Rabi oscillations is less sensitive to the microwave puise a
guencywy, where the evolution of expectation valugs (¢)) plitude and phase wheft/A| is small. However, because the



excitation bandwidths of our OC pulses are about 100 MHz or
less, the imperfections Of,,c.s for |A| larger than the band-
widths does not affect the controls of the OC pulses signifi-
cantly. From the experimental results shown in the main text
and the results listed in TalIé Il, correcting the OC pulses u
iNg Tmeas Obtained by the method described above improves
the control fidelities greatly. Therefore, we conclude that
Tmeas 1S @ good estimate of the system transfer function
within the bandwidths of the OC pulses.

A

A

Amplitude (arb. units)

a0 o oo
w1 A freq (MHz)

Figure 5. (Color online) The measured transfer functi®ieas,
as a function of offset frequency relative to the resonasdency
> w0=9.996 GHz.

fed into the 1Q ports for the up-convertion is from 150 to 200
X’ MHz. Next the pulses enter the microwave resonator located
at the center of the water-cooled electromagnet through a se
Figure 3. (Color online) The red arrow is the rotation axis ries of attenuator (Advanced Technical Materials) and am-
(sin(0) cos(v), sin(6) sin(1)), cos(0)) of the spin polarization un-  piifiers (pre-amplifier: MITEQ; pulsed traveling wave tube
der the Hamiltonian in EqL($2). amplifier: applied system engineering) to achieve appaberi
amplifications, followed by circulators (DiTom) to miningz
unwanted reflections.

1 = experimental <o,(t)> Spin signals are directed to the receiver which consists of
AN |t ?:t’,’e”mfema':“y(tp the limiter (Pasternack), fast PIN didoe switch (Advanced
' R P < > R . k L. . .
. Iting of <o, Technical Materials), filters (Mini-circuits), low-noisam-

o
3]
T

—fiting of <0, (0> plifier (MITEQ), circulator (DiTom), and front-end receive

mixer (MITEQ). The limiter and PIN switch are implemented
to prevent too much power flooding into the low-noise ampli-
fier, and the high-pass filter (Mini-Circuits) blocks the low
frequency transient responses of the switching on and off.
The circulator also protects the low-noise amplifier from un
‘ ‘ ‘ Y ‘ ‘ wanted reflections as well as possible leakage of the refer-
o 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 ence through the receiver mixer. Finally another filteritagye
tns) (Mini-Circuits) removes artifacts from the receiver mixand
the spin signals, down-converted to the same IF frequency
used in the up-conversion scheme, are captured by a fast dig-
ital oscilloscope (LeCroy). Further signal processing,,
down-convertion to d.c., is performed by a computer. More
details about the spectrometer can be found in Ref. [34].

M

Amplitute (a. u.)
o

]
[
2]

Figure 4. (Color online) Experimental and fitted trajectsriof
(o2(t)) and(o(t)) at offset frequency\ = 32 MHz.

Schematic diagram of experimental setup

Figure[® shows the schematic diagram of the home-buil€orrection of non-linear amplitude fluctuation and phase doop
pulsed X-band electron spin resonance (ESR) spectrometer of pulsed TWT amplifier
used for the experiments presented in the paper. First, the
signal source (Rhod& Schwarz) generates continuous-wave As we reported in RefE$4], the raw output from the pulsed
reference microwave signal 6§10 GHz, which is split into  traveling wave tube (TWT) amplifier in our setup can be non-
two by the two-way splitter (Marki). For the transmission, linear (both in amplitude and phase; mainly due to heating of
pulses with desired amplitudes and phases are construgted the amplifier) across the desired pulse sequence period In R
up-converting the reference using the 1Q mixer (Marki) andand purity benchmarking (PB) experiments where we extend
the arbitrary waveform generator (Tektronix) which has max the sequences nearly to the maximum pulse sequence duration
imum resolution of 1 ns. Typical intermediate frequency) (IF (~15us) limited by the pulsed TWT amplifier, we corrected
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Figure 7. (Color online) Amplitude of a long square pulsepotiby
the TWT amplifier before and after correction measured byeceli
tional coupler. Inset shows the phase droop. In all of theergents,

a waiting time of 2us after unblanking the TWT is employed to al-
low the output to stabilize (not shown).

Figure 6. (Color online) Schematic diagram of the hometimuilsed
X-band ESR spectrometer. Abbreviations used in the diagnam
AWG, arbitrary waveform generator; Attn, attenuator; &nep, pre-
amplifier; TWT, traveling wave tube amplifier; HPF, high-pditer;
LNA, low-noise amplifier. Red arrows (LO) denote the refeemi-
crowave frequency generated by the source, blue arrowsl€if)te
the frequency of the signals from the arbitrary waveformegator
going to the IQ mixer for the up-conversion (spin signalsenthe
same frequency after the down-conversion by the front-endiver SEL

mixer), and purple arrows denote the frequency of up-cdedesig- p—

nal. noSEL

T =1,n0
SEL

the non-linear amplitude fluctuation and phase droop inrorde T =
to achieve the best control fidelities. The non-linearityswa ~ 7mea: |0 0991557 0.9912725 0.991055 0.9900735 0.97657 G
corrected using a technique similar to how the transferfunc pr——
tion was used to pre-distort the OC pulses. We first measure + 2 Toneas: 0.9880F2% 0.9892+2L 0.9906724 0.9911733 0.9811+3¢
the TWT amplifier's output when a long square pulse was in- ___no SEL
. . . X ey
put in order to o_bservg the amplitude non-llneaflty and ph_as 52 "%':Cf*' 0.9906+22 0.9924%21 00911725 0901328 0.9819+32
droop as a function of time. We can feed back this information = o s
to pre-distort the input pulse sequences. After this prces
the majority of non-linearity and phase droop is corrected a Table Il. Fidelity ' (Eq. (1)) from GST results under different exper-
shown in Fig[y. imental conditions.T = Timeas’ and ‘T = |Tmeas| denote the cases
of OC pulses modified by taking into accoufticas and |Tmeas|,
respectively. 7 = 1’ denotes the case of unmodified OC pulses.
‘SEL’ stands for the spin-packet selection sequences. ‘5%cati
Larmor frequency distribution and B; field distribution and ‘-5% miscal’ denote the cases when implementing OC pulse
with powers that are 5% larger and smaller than the calibinatigse
The Larmor frequency distribution an; field distribu- power, respectively. The error bars are calculated usiadpést and

. . P orst process matrices when sampling the parameters of teegs
tion, measured by detecting the spin signals, are the pmpe\re;atrices within two standard deviations under the CPTPtcainss.

ties of the combined system of the sample and the resonator
(Figs.[8 andB). In particular, the asymmetric shape of thre La

mor frequency distribution is mainly due to the anisotropy o through phase shifting. X90 and Y90 denoter &2 pulse
the g-value of the electron spins in the irradiated fused quartzpout thes- and y-axes, X180 and Y180 denoterapulse
sample. about ther- andy-axes, and denotes an identity pulse. We
used the gradient ascent pulse engineering algorithm {83] t
design OC pulses. In our systeffiy < 100ns is the short-
Optimal control pulses est time scale at which decoherence occurs. To make the OC
pulses robust td’y noise, the weighted average fidelity over
We designed three OC pulse shapes to reatizzandn  the Larmor frequency distribution (Fifl 8) is numerically-o
rotations around: andy-axes and an identity operation. Dif- timized. Furthermore, OC pulses are made to be robust to the
ferent rotation axes for the/2 and = pulses were realized inhomogeneity in the microwave field (Fid. 9) using the same

F(X90)  F(Y90) F(X180) F(Y180)  F(I)

T = Tmeas: 0.9940123 0.9969712 0.9926725 0.993212% 0.9890 133

+19 +23 +19 +26 +33
0.9914712 0.992612% 0.99161 19 0.992472¢ 0.9838752

+41 +50 “+60 +48 +102
0.9785747,0.979013% 0.9796799 0.9773145,0.95881192
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Figure 8. (Color online) Thermal spectrum (Larmor frequedis-
tribution profile) with and without the spin-packet seleati(SEL)
sequence. With the SEL sequence, the linewidth narrows bytab
half, but at the same time, more than half of the amplitudess(the
dotted line which represents the spectrum with SEL sequétatés
normalized to the spectrum without SEL sequence). The sismtis
the pulse sequences used to measure the correspondinaspast
SEL, a numerically deriveflr pulse that is not robust to Larmor fre-
quency distribution is repeated eight times and each seubby an
order of T, before the spin echo readout.

o
o

o
o

©
~

Normalized amplitude

o
(V)

35 40

30
Nutation freq (MHz)

20 25 45

Figure 9. (Color online)B; distribution profile obtained by taking
the Fourier transform of the experimental Rabi oscillatioand re-
fined by comparing the experimental and simulated Rabilatiocihs
[34]. The FWHM is about 1.7 MHz.

method.
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to approximately simulate the distorted OC pulses, and the fi
delities are presented in Talflel l1l. It shows that the cofiere
error of the pulses increases greatly, and the incoheremt er
also increases because the pulses lose part of the des@ned r
bustness to th&% noise andB; field distribution due to the
transfer function.

The experimental fidelities of the OC pulses are given in
Table[dl. After using the measured transfer functifi..s to
modify the pulses to compensate the effect of the systera-tran
fer function in experiment, despite the imperfectior/gf..s,
the pulses remain somewhat robust to these inhomogeneities

F(X90) F(X180) F() €oc €oc,in

T; ~160ns 0.9985  0.9995  0.9992  0.0009  0.0006
T; ~80ns 0.9976 09975  0.9974  0.0025  0.0021

.

Svemiscal, 9985 09974 09972 00023  0.0019
Ty ~80ns

-59, 1

Smiscal 9951 09982 09935 00044  0.0039
Ty ~80ns

Distorted, 59822 0.9871 09615 00230  0.0113
Ty ~80ns

Table Ill. Fidelity F' (Eq. (1)), €oc andeéqc,in from numerical sim-
ulations (1 and T effects are not consideredy.. andeqc,in are
the average BEPG and IEPG of the three OC puldéfr90) and
F(Y180) are the same d8(X90) andF'(X180), respectively. 75 ~

160 ns’ andTy ~ 80 ns’ denote the cases when simulating using the
Larmor frequency distributions that correspond to the exrpents
with and without SEL, respectively. ‘5% miscal’ and ‘-5% Itad
denote the cases when simulating OC pulses with powers that a
5% larger and smaller than the ideal pulse power, resp&ctids-
torted’ denotes the case where the distorted OC pulBgs.{- W)

are simulated. Thd3 values are estimated from the experimen-
tally measured spectra using a single Lorentzian line shapeur
numerical simulations, we try to more closely match the messb
spectra by using Larmor frequency distributions compodgeududti-

ple Lorentzian and/or Gaussian line shapes instead of jest o

GST

pi' U

echo
-l

Hu, [ u, )

Table[I] gives the Wei_ghted averagg fidel.ity (Eq' 1) Of_ Figure 10. (Color online) Quantum circuit for performing G3n

tions (77 andT; effects are not considered here), and it showsare spin echo detection sequences for measueing,). In M, ,,

the ideal OC pulses should be very robustlip noise and

ther pulse is a 35 ns Gaussian pulse aroundytagis, andr=700

power mis-calibration. However, in the experiments, whemns represents a delay. Thepulse acts as the refocusing pulse. The
the OC pulses arrive at the spins, they are distorted by the Syspln echo appears at timeafter the refocusing pulse and the spin

tem transfer function. To investigate the effect of the eyst
transfer function on the OC pulse fidelities, we 0$g.s - W

magnetization in the-y plane is detected inductively.



11

Gate set tomography (05) and{oy) [9]. Let Q%P ={Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Qs} denote

the Pauli process matrices of the experimentally-impldetbn
{X90, Y90, X180, Y180,7} pulses andmy, ;,,, denote the

_ expectation value of after applyingU;, U,,, U,,. We esti-
Experimental  op mate the Pauli process matrices by measuring the expetctatio

short ) . GST GST -
sequences OfSImFl{J:}g%n of ostimates A estimates B vglu_eg f_or each of the 125 combinations of the OC pulses and
RB/PB minimizing

e 0.0081(29) 0.0086(1) 0.0084753] -

7= T LSQ(Q) = Y [miimn — (Ml QiQuQulp:)I*, (S6)
SEL &, 0.0078(8)  0.0076(0) 0.0076%57 0.0084757 k,lm,n
k=z,y;l,mn=1---,5
e 0.0113(33) 0.0124(1) 0.0121735 - Y
T = 7;nca51

under the constraint that the noise is completely-posiive
trace-preserving (CPTP)I[9]. HeréM;| and |p;)) are the
vector forms of the measurement operatéy (k = x,y) and
T=1, initial state p;, whose elements ar@M|o;)) = Tr[Mo;]
NOSEL ¢, 0.0205(78) 0.0247(3) 0.02507130 0.0331713%  and{(o;|p;)) = Tr[pio;]/2 with o € {1l3,04,0,,0.} (j =
1,2,3,4).

The estimated process matrices for the OC pulses are

noSEL ¢, 00101(17) 0.0111(1) 0.01117355 0.0120%3%

e 0.0285(105) 0.0331(4) 0.0331713! -

Table IV. BEPGe and IEPGe;, per Clifford gate under different con- . : : S . .
ditions. “7=1, no SEL' denotgs the casegof unmodified OC pulsesglven in the next section and their fidelities are given in

T — T SEL'and T — Toewe, N0 SEL denote the cases of OC Table[dl. We then use thege measured process matrices to
pulses modified by taking into accoUiheas With and without the ~ construct the process matrices of Clifford gates fraém=

spin packet selection sequence (SEL), respectively. Téictumn ~ SPZ (S € {Z,X90,Y90}, P € {Z,Y180}, andZ €

gives the values derived from experimental decays of the RB a {Z,Z790,7180,Z270}) and calculate the benchmarking aver-
PB sequences with~J4 Clifford gates. The second column gives age error per gate (BEPG)which are listed in the ‘GST es-

the values _derived from t_he simulated d_ecays of the RB and_ePB S timates A’ column of TablETV. We found that the calculated
quences with up to 55 Clifford gates, using the process eside- |6 are closer to the fitting results of the first few gafes o

rived in GST experiments. The third and fourth columns give t . - g
values calculated fron& — SPZ using the process matrices re- the experimental data within error bars than the fitting ltssu

constructed by GST. The error bars in the first and secondrewu obtained by including all gates in the RB and PB sequences
come from the fitting to the models in Eq. (17) of the maintsxd a  (i.€. values listed in Table | of the main text). We believe
indicate the 95% confidence interval. The error bars in thed 8nd  this is due to the GST sequences containing only three gates,
fourth columns are calculated using the best and worst psoe&-  which are not appropriate to predict the asymptotic behavio
trices when samp.lin.g the parameters of the process maWiid:hism of the RB and PB sequences (also see[Fiyy. 11).

two standard deviations under the CPTP constraints. efhie the We also use two different methods to calculate the incoher-

third and fourth columns are calculated using = (1 — \/avu)/2 . .
ande, = (1—\/tiay) /2, Wherew, u andua, are defined in EqsL(57) ent error per gate (IEPG),, using the process matrices de-

and [S8), respectively. Bothande;, in the third column agree with ~ rved from GST. The PB protocol has only been analyzed un-
the values in the second column, indicating the robustrie@B8@nd ~ der the assumption that the noise is gate-independentn®ne i
PB to the realistic gate-dependent noise. dhén the fourth column  mediate question is whether the decay parameter of PB should
deviate from the values in the second column, indicating P&sghe be the average of the unitarities of the gate-dependerg nois
average of the unitarities.(uv) instead of the unitarity of the average
noise fav) wu =G S WE@), (S7)
GeG

The RB and PB protocols assume that the noise has little o )

or no gate dependence, which is likely violated in real sysOr the unitarity of the average noise,

tems. To study the robustness of RB and PB to gate-dependent
noise, we also implement GSI @10] to reconstruct the pro- oy = u | |G| Z @) . (S8)
cess matrices of the OC pulses and use them to compare " v

with the benchmarking results. Compared to standard quan-
tum process tomography (QPT), GST is more robust to stat€éhese two quantities are not equal in general, as the unitar-
preparation and measurement (SPAM) errors and thus praty is not a linear function of quantum channels. The IEPG
vides more accurate information about the target gates. GSfbr both quantities are listed in columns ‘GST estimates A
is implemented by applying three operatidtig U,,, U,, € and ‘GST estimates B’ of Table1V. Although the table shows
{X90, Y90, X180, Y180,7} to p; = o, and measuring that,,u is closer to the experimentally observed decay than
o) and (o,) (see Fig. (D). The Pauli process matricesu,,, the error bars are large and we cannot get statistically
ﬁﬂ] of the OC pulses are then estimated by minimizing themeaningful conclusion whether the PB protocol measures the
variance between the estimated and experimental values alerage of the incoherent errors of the gate-dependerg nois
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0.30 w w Gate set tomography results
AT =1,noSEL
0T = Tmeas, N0 SEL Here we list the reconstructed Pauli transfer matrices ob-
T = Tmeas, SEL " tained from the GST experiments. There are three cases: (i)
0.20 LA A 48 a N “a o 63 e OC pulses are modified by..s and SEL is used; (ii) OC
o o 0 pulses are modified b¥,...s and no SEL; (iii) unmodified
< - oo ¢ pulses and no SEL.
. o - 00 In case (i):
), - AA o |
S ¢ L@ ° 1 0 0 0
o p
& p % @ <00 —0.0037 0.9886 —0.0249 0.0112
0.00 ! ! ! ! ! —0.0051 0.0102 0.0451 —0.9899
0 10 20 30 40 >0 0.0021 0.0204 0.9857 0.0495
saquence length m
Figure 11. (Color online) Standard deviatisfetween experimen-
tal RB results and GST simulations of the expectation vames 1 0 0 0
150 random sequences. The results of the three conditang, the
unmodified OC pylses, thg transfer functiorj modified OC putsel Y90 — 0.0053 0.0511  —0.0152 0.9925
the transfer function modified OC pulses with SEL, are priesthy 0.0035 0.0163 0.9947 0.0121
green triangles, orange diamonds, and purple circlesgctisply.
The increase of with the sequence length can be attributed to the 0.0011 —0.9939 0.0167 0.0510
fact that GST was performed using sequences of three pwbés)
limits the accuracy. Up to the first few gates, the GST sinmmat
agree closely with each individual sequence of the RB erpatts _ _
for the modified OC pulses, but demonstrate substantiabdiea 1 0 0 0
ment for the unmodified pulses. We attribute this disagregrte
inaccura(iir(]es _ofdt_h_((ejG|ST r;esults inltpha;acter:ﬁing the Ifé{?;grtent X180 = —0.0054 0.9807 0.0052 —0.0137
errors in the individual gates resulting from the uncomrdcdistor-
tion. For the OC pulsesgmodified by t?]e transfer function V@EL, —0.0060 0.0023 —0.9886 0.0253
the s values are unexpectedly higher (compared to no SEL) for the —0.0070 —0.0194 —0.0200 —0.9862
first few gates. We attribute this mainly to a smaller sigisahoise - -
ratio in the case of SEL. Note that the roughly linear incesas s
versus sequence length suggest that discrepancies arawdating _ _
stochastically rather than coherently. 1 0 0 0
0.0078 —0.9890 —0.0039 —0.0300
. . Y180 =
or the incoherent error of the noise averaged over the gates 0.0023 —0.0034 0.9873 —0.0107
being benchmarked.
Therefore, we use the help of simulation to further study | —0.0023 0.0230 —0.0121 —0.9830,
the performance of PB and RB. We use the experimental GST
process matrices as realistic noise models to simulate BB an .
PB with the same sequences used in the experiment (up to 55 1 0 0 0
Clifford gates). The derived decay rates of the simulations
are listed in the column ‘GST simulation of RB/PB’ of Ta- I —0.0014 0.9784 0.0774 0.0490
ble[IVl The values in the ‘GST simulation of RB/PB’ and in 0.0018 —0.0663 0.9746 —0.0709
the ‘GST es- timates A’ agree to within the fitting uncertgint
(note that the uncertainties in the ‘GST estimates A andTGS | 0.0029  —0.0587 0.0711 0.9809 |

estimates B’ are not relevant as our simulations are of tae av
age GST reconstructions), indicating that under realigiise ~ In
models consistent with our system, both the RB and PB work
very well in estimating the BEPG and IEPG. Furthermore, our

simulations suggest the PB protocol measures the average of

the incoherent errors of the gate-dependent noise, which is
sensitive to individual calibration errors (even if thessdeg
dependent calibration errors average into an incoherant pr
cess).

case (ii):
1 0 0 0
—0.0001 0.9831 —0.0316 —0.0112
X90 =
—0.0011 —0.0115 0.0323 —0.9752
—0.0025 0.0375 0.9904 0.0326



1 0 0 0
—0.0001 0.0324 0.0130 0.9793
Y90 =
0.0008 0.0359 0.9875 —0.0112
0.0009 —0.9887 0.0454 0.0334
1 0 0 0
—0.0006 0.9760 0.0284 —0.0132
X180 =
0.0027 0.0242 —0.9833 0.0115
—0.0015 —0.0096 0.0011 —0.9907
1 0 0 0
0.0025 —0.9858 —0.0211 —0.0139
Y180 =
—0.0017 —0.0248 0.9835 —0.0045
0.0001  0.0052 —0.0117 —0.9853
1 0 0 0
~|—0.0013 0.9703 0.0627 0.0553
0.0004 —0.0489 0.9639 —0.1045
—0.0014 —0.0662 0.1064 0.9687
In case (iii):
1 0 0 0
—0.0022 0.9557 0.1418 —0.1359
X90 =
0.0002 —0.1352 —0.0813 —0.9685
0.0061 —0.1594 0.9464 —0.0679
1 0 0 0
0.0029 —0.0743 0.1025 0.9628
Y90 =
—0.0059 —0.1145 0.9502 —0.0976
0.0024 —0.9610 —0.1246 —0.0932
1 0 0 0
0.0044 0.9531 —0.0016 0.1211
X180 =
0.0036 —0.0126 —0.9621 0.0081
—0.0208 0.1438 0.0013 —0.9624
1 0 0 0
0.0016 —0.9598 0.0121 —0.0085
Y180 =

—0.0001 0.0083 0.9462 0.1687
—0.0027 —0.0234 0.1564 —0.9575

13

1 0 0 0
—0.0044 0.9029 —0.0594 —0.0698
—0.0002 —0.0180 0.9424 0.0190
—0.0183 0.0563 —0.0120 0.9083

Design of Benchmarking sequences and Simulation Using
Lindblad Equation

We generated 150 random sequences for each length of
Clifford gates for the RB and PB experiments, up to 55 ClIif-
ford gates. Each sequence had randomly selected Clifford
gates such that the Clifford group was sampled uniformly.
For the experiment, we only used Clifford gate sequences of
lengthm=1,...,7,9,11, 16, 19, 23, 28, 30, 33, 36, 39, 40, 44,
45, 48, 49, 53, 55 for the RB without SEL; lengitFl,. . ., 7,

9, 14, 17, 20, 22, 25, 27, 31, 35, 37, 40, 41, 42, 45, 49, 54,
55 for the PB without SEL; lengtln=1,.. ., 7, 10, 13, 14, 16,
17,21, 23, 26, 27, 31, 33, 37, 41, 43, 45 for the RB with SEL;
lengthm=1,...,8,9,13,17, 18, 19, 22, 27, 29, 32, 34, 38, 40,
43, 47 for the PB with SEL. Longer sequences could not be
sampled mainly due to the limitation of the TWT amplifier.

We also numerically simulate our benchmarking experi-
ments. The simulation evolves an initial density matrix ac-
cording to the Linblad model using the same pulse sequences
as in the experiments. Experimentally measurgd160 ps
and 7>=30 pus are used in the simulation. We incorporate
the effects ofly and localB; field inhomogeneities by av-
eraging the simulation over these distributions (see[Figr 8
the Larmor frequency distribution, which corresponds ® th
T3 effect, and see Fid.]9 for the loc#, distribution). The
SEL sequence is used in the experiments to effectively dxten
13, ser, ~80 ns. This sequence is comprised of eight 2
rotation pulses, each separated by an orddrdb allow the
transverse components to deph@ [34]. This SEL sequence
selects a subset of the spin ensemble within narrower Lar-
mor frequency distribution while dephasing most of the off-
resonance spin packets as shown in Eig. 8, but we found that
it does not have much effect on tlig distribution. The SEL
step is incorporated in the simulation by using a distrituti
that matches the Larmor frequency distribution measured in
the experiments with SEL sequencé {; ~160 ns).

FiguredIP an@13 show the simulation results of RB and
PB protocols when taking and not taking SEL sequences into
account. These simulations only take into accdlihdistri-
bution since we simulated that our measuBdield inhomo-
geneity has little effect on our BEPG<(10~%). The values
from the simulation with no SEL sequencesare 0.0049(1)
ande, = 0.0046(1). The values from the simulation us-
ing the Larmor frequency distribution with SEL sequences ar
e = 0.0040(0) andei, = 0.0035(0). As simulations assume
no pulse distortionsi.¢., perfect knowledge of"), the only
coherent error source in the simulations is the imperfadtio
the OC pulse design which is very small (see Table IlI).



In the case with shoff, the simulated decays slightly de-
viate from a single exponential decay, while the simulated d
cays in the case with lorifj; can be fitted very well to a single
exponential decay up te 50 gates, which agrees with the ex-
perimental results. This indicates thg effect contributes to
the non-Markovian noise.
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Figure 12. (Color online) Simulation results of RB using ga@ne
pulse sequences as in the experiments. ‘SEL’ and ‘No SElowen
the cases of 5 ~ 160 ns andl;’ ~ 80 ns, respectively. The solid
and dotted lines are least squares fitd3td — 2¢)™ wheree is the
BEPG for the Clifford group. The error bars indicate the dtad
error of the mean.
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Figure 13. (Color online) Simulation results of PB using Haene
pulse sequences as in the experiments. ‘SEL’ and ‘No SElowen
the cases of ;' ~ 160 ns andl; ~ 80 ns, respectively. The solid
and dotted lines are least squares fits/lB’ (1 — 2¢;,)(™ ") where
ein 1S the IEPG for the Clifford group. The error bars indicate th
standard error of the mean.



