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Preserving qubit coherence and maintaining high-fidelity qubit control under complex noise en-
vironment is an enduring challenge for scalable quantum computing. Here we demonstrate an
addressable fault-tolerant single spin qubit with an average control fidelity of 99.12 % via random-
ized benchmarking on a silicon quantum dot device with an integrated micromagnet. Its dephasing
time T ∗

2 is 1.025 µs, and can be enlarged to 264 µs by using the Hahn echo technique, reflecting
strong low-frequency noise in our system. To break through the noise limitation, we introduce ge-
ometric quantum computing to obtain high control fidelity by exploiting its noise-resilient feature.
However, the control fidelities of the geometric quantum gates are lower than 99 %. According
to our simulation, the noise-resilient feature of geometric quantum gates is masked by the heating
effect. With further optimization to alleviate the heating effect, geometric quantum computing can
be a potential approach to reproducibly achieving high-fidelity qubit control in a complex noise
environment.

I. INTRODUCTION

Qubit encoding utilizing electron spin freedom [1] is
gaining attention in a variety of semiconductor platforms
[2, 3] such as GaAs heterostructure [4, 5], InAs nanowire
[6, 7] and silicon [8–10]. Especially, silicon becomes a
promising candidate for realizing large-scale quantum
computing owing to its long dephasing time of up to 120
µs [9], high control fidelity exceeding 99.9 % [11–13] and
compatibility with the well-established semiconductor in-
dustry [14, 15]. Capitalizing on visible benefits such as
fast control speed and a large qubit frequency difference,
synthetic spin-orbit coupling engineered with a micro-
magnet (MM) integrated into the device [8, 11, 16, 17]
has become a basic scheme for qubit manipulation. How-
ever, this approach places the qubit into a new dephasing
channel that is affected by electric noise [18, 19] due to
the magnetic field gradient of the MM [20, 21]. Therefore,
reproducibly achieving high-fidelity qubit control under
a complex noise environment has gradually been an im-
mense challenge in scalable quantum computing[22, 23].

In recent years, applying the geometric phase into the
field of quantum computing becomes an attractive ap-
proach. The geometric phase is determined solely by the
closed cyclic evolution path and is robust against cer-
tain types of local noise [24–27]. Therefore, it is used to
design noise-resilient operations, including adiabatic and

∗ haiouli@ustc.edu.cn

nonadiabatic geometric gates. In our electron spin qubit
system, the coherence time is insignificant compared to
the much longer evolution time of the adiabatic geomet-
ric gates [28, 29]. The non-Abelian phase-based nonadia-
batic geometric gate[30, 31] is designed for three or more
energy level systems, which is unsuitable for a two-level
system. Therefore the Abelian phase-based nonadiabatic
geometric gate is conceived for a two-level system and
its noise-resilient feature has been experimentally real-
ized in superconducting qubits [32, 33]; however, whether
it’s robust on semiconductor spin qubit has not yet been
demonstrated.

Here we define an electron spin qubit based on an iso-
topically purified silicon metal-oxide-semiconductor (Si-
MOS) quantum dot (QD) device. We achieve a Rabi
frequency of approximately 1.945 MHz and a dephasing
time T ∗

2 = 1.025 µs which can be enlarged to TH
2 = 264

µs by using the Hahn echo technique, revealing strong
low-frequency noise in our system. To characterize its
capabilities for quantum computing, we benchmark the
average single-qubit control fidelity of 99.12 %, and all
single-qubit gates reach the 1 % tolerance requirement
for quantum error correction using surface code [34]. Fur-
thermore, to address the noise effects and maintain the
high-fidelity qubit control in a complex noise environ-
ment, we introduce geometric gates to realize single-qubit
operations and achieve noise-resilient scalable quantum
computing. However, its single-qubit control fidelities are
lower than 99 %. According to our simulation, geometric
gates are indeed resistant to noise, but its control fidelity
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is mainly limited by the heating effect[35–39]. With fur-
ther optimization to alleviate the heating effect, geomet-
ric quantum computing can be a powerful alternative for
realizing high-fidelity quantum manipulation.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Figure 1(a) shows a scanning electron microscope
(SEM) image of a double QDs device nominally identical
to the one used in this study, and the device fabrication
details can be found in Ref. [40–42]. Here, only the left
QD is formed under gate LP to store electrons, as marked
by the white circle. In addition to the QD structure,
the device consists of a single-electron-transistor (SET)
capacitively coupled to the QD to monitor the electron
tunneling events and a rectangular MM (Ti/Co 10/240
nm) to provide a magnetic field gradient around the QD
structure for fast electron spin state operation. The ex-
ternal in-plane magnetic field Bext of 822 mT provides
Zeeman splitting between spin-up and spin-down states,
and fully magnetizes the MM [17]. Figure 1(b) presents
the cross-section schematic of the QD device along the
white dashed line in Fig. 1(a). Gate LP, combined with

      

    

    

        

     

  

    

   

           

          

  

  

                

  
    

  

 

   
      

    

    

  

FIG. 1. (a) False-colored SEM image of the QD device. the
QD marked by the white circle is formed under gate LP. The
SET structure as the charge detector is patterned adjacent
to the QD, and a MM is integrated for EDSR. The white
arrow indicates the direction of the external magnetic field
Bext. (b) Cross-section of the device along the white dashed
line in (a). One electron trapped in the QD is confined under
gate LP, and the gates used to form the right QD connect
to the ground. (c) Charge stability diagram. The color plot
shows the SET current difference ∆IS as a function of the
voltages applied to gates LB and LP. Electron occupation
is changed, as indicated by the mutations. L and R denote
the load and read voltage locations in (d), respectively. (d)
Two-stage pulse sequence (top) for electron spin control and
readout, and the corresponding SET signals (bottom) for dis-
tinguishing the electron spin up or spin down state.

a bias-tee, is used to control the energy level of the elec-
tron and to deliver the microwave (MW) signal to induce
electric-dipole spin resonance (EDSR). The electrodes on
the right side of gate LP are all grounded. The tunneling
rate between the QD and the electron reservoir accumu-
lated under gate LL is modified by tuning the voltage of
gate LB (VLB). The charge stability diagram (Fig. 1(c))
is imaged by the SET current, where a series of near-
vertical mutations clearly show the charge transition line
up to the fifth electron. The tunneling rate can be well
controlled as can be judged by the charge state hysteresis
[43] at the end of each charge transition line.
Figure 1(d) shows the two-stage gate voltage pulse se-

quence for electron spin control and readout [41] and the
corresponding SET current when the electron is in ei-
ther a spin-up or spin-down state. At the load stage
in Fig. 1(d), an initialized spin-down electron is pushed
deep into the Coulomb blockade region and an MW burst
is applied before the end of this stage to induce EDSR.
When the MW burst is on, the electron wavefunction
is shaken in the magnetic field gradient and a local al-
ternating magnetic field Bac is obtained [11, 44], which
is proportional to the spin manipulation speed. Then,
at the read stage, the energy level is pulsed back to the
spin readout level for a single-shot readout via energy-
selective tunneling [45, 46]. If the electron spin state is
spin-up, it will tunnel out the QD, and a spin-down elec-
tron will tunnel back after waiting some time. These two
transition processes result in a bump signal, as indicated
by the blue trace in Fig. 1(d). Otherwise, if the electron
state is spin-down, there is neither a tunneling event nor
a pump signal in the orange trace. Therefore the electron
spin state is distinguished. And the electron spin-down
state is well-initialized for the next pulse sequence.

III. QUBIT PROPERTIES

Based on the spin readout and EDSR technique, we
first characterize spin qubit properties. When the MW
frequency fMW is on resonance with the qubit frequency
fqubit, the electron spin-up probability P↑ will oscillate
with the MW duration time tdur, i.e., the Rabi oscilla-
tion. Here, fqubit = gµBB0/h = 26.5964 GHz, where g
= 2.173 is the electron g-factor (see Fig. 7(a)), µB is the
Bohr magnetron, h is Planck’s constant and B0 = Bext +
Bz

MM is the sum of the magnetic field of the external part
and the MM field component along the Bext direction.
Figure 2(a) shows the coherent evolution of the spin state
as a function of tdur. The blue circles are experimental
data, and the black solid line shows a fit with an exponen-
tially damped sinusoidal function. The Rabi frequency
frabi of 1.945 MHz is extracted. When fMW is detuned
from fqubit, the qubit rotation axis is tilted from the res-
onance axis, and a faster rotation is obtained, which is
shown as a Rabi chevron pattern in Fig. 2(b). The opera-
tion quality is significantly reduced under large frequency
detuning. We observe frequent jumps in fqubit during the
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Rabi chevron measurement (see Fig. 5 for more detail),
which indicate the off-resonance operation and a short
dephasing time.

Following the above experiment, we use the Ramsey in-
terference technique to measure spin dephasing time T ∗

2 .
We apply two π/2 pulses separated by a wait time twait

after initializing the spin-down state. During twait, the
electron spin accumulates a phase error, and the second
π/2 pulse projects the phase error to the z-axis of the
Bloch sphere to make it quantifiable. Fig. 2(c) presents
a Ramsey fringe with a 3 MHz shifted fMW relative
to fqubit, and the measurement time is approximately
four hours, from which we extract T ∗

2 = 1.025 µs. The
short T ∗

2 is mainly affected by the long measurement time
and the off-resonance noise between individual pulse se-
quences. Here, we use the Hahn echo technique by insert-
ing an additional π pulse at the center of twait compared
to the Ramsey pulse sequence to improve the coherence
time to TH

2 = 264 µs, as shown in Fig. 2(d). This nearly
260-fold improvement reflects strong low-frequency noise
in our system (see Fig. 4(b)), which is deduced from the
different equivalent filter functions [47–49].

IV. CONTROL FIDELITY

After characterizing the qubit operation and coher-
ence properties, we characterize the single-qubit control
fidelity via randomized benchmarking on Clifford gates
[50, 51]. Figure 3(a) shows the measurement sequence
schematics for the reference and interleaved sequences.

  
            

        

      

      

  

                

FIG. 2. (a) Electron spin-up probability P↑ as a function
of tdur. The black solid line shows the fitting with an expo-
nentially damped sinusoidal function. A Rabi frequency of
approximately 1.945 MHz is extracted. (b) The chevron pat-
tern: P↑ as a function of tdur for different fMW. (c) Ramsey
fringe by varying the wait time twait, with the fitted dephas-
ing time T ∗

2 = 1.025 µs. (d) A Hahn-echo measurement result
to enlarge the coherence time to TH

2 = 264 µs.

The reference sequence includesm random Clifford gates,
and an extra recovery gate that is also selected in the
same Clifford gate set is added to the end to recover the
final spin state to the spin-down state. The interleaved
sequence is used to extract one target gate control fidelity
by inserting this gate into the two adjacent random gates
of the reference sequence. By analyzing the experimen-
tal data shown in Fig. 3(b), we obtain an average single-
qubit gate fidelity FS = 99.12 % and all single-qubit gate
control infidelities are less than 1 % which meets the tol-
erance requirement for quantum error correction using
surface codes [34]. However, in a complex noise envi-
ronment and under a variety of experimental conditions,
ensuring that all qubits in large-scale quantum comput-
ing meet the tolerance requirement of control fidelity is a
challenge. Therefore, noise-resilient quantum computing
has become increasingly important. Here we introduce
geometric gates [52] to exploit the noise-resilient feature
to reproducibly achieve high-fidelity quantum control.
We first explain how to design the single qubit geomet-

ric quantum gate in a closed evolution loop as shown in
Fig. 3(c). We divide the evolution time τ of geometric
gate into three stages: 0 → τ1, τ1 → τ2 and τ2 → τ , with
the driving amplitude and phase in each stage satisfying:

∫ τ1

0

2πfrabidt = θ, ϕ(t) = φ− π/2, t ∈ [0, τ1]∫ τ2

τ1

2πfrabidt = π, ϕ(t) = φ+ γ + π/2, t ∈ [τ1, τ2]∫ τ

τ2

2πfrabidt = π − θ, ϕ(t) = φ− π/2, t ∈ [τ2, τ ]

The equivalent evolution operator of the enclosed loop
is

U(γ, θ, φ) = cosγ+isinγ

(
cosθ sinθe−iφ

sinθeiφ −cosθ

)
= eiγ

→
n ·→σ ,

corresponding to the rotation around the axis
→
n =

(sinθcosφ, sinθsinφ, cosθ) by an angle −2γ, where
→
σ =

(σx, σy, σz) is the Pauli matrices and γ, θ and φ are vari-
ables under the different geometric gates. ϕ determines
the rotation axis in each stage. Under the strong intrin-
sic connection between each evolution component, the
dynamic phase is canceled and only the noise-resilient ge-
ometric phase is accumulated. The single qubit system
with applying a MW burst is described by the Hamilto-

nian of H = h∆f
2 σz +

(1+δ)hfrabi
2 (cosϕσx + sinϕσy) where

∆f is the frequency detuning between fqubit and fMW

and δ is the fluctuation of frabi. The geometric gates
are dedicated to resisting the effect of ∆f and δ on spin
qubit control. To realize the geometric X gate, we choose
θ = π/2, φ = 0 to determine the rotation around the
x axis and γ = −π/2 to determine the operation an-
gle of π. According to Ref. [52], this evolution path
(’Path-1’ in Fig. 3(d)) is robust to the systematic noise
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FIG. 3. (a) Schematic of the randomized benchmarking se-
quences. The reference sequence (top panel) includes m ran-
dom Clifford gates, followed by the final recovery gate. The
interleaved sequence (bottom panel) is used to extract one tar-
get gate control fidelity. (b) Sequence fidelities for reference
and each interleaved gate. The measurement fidelity results
are shown on the right of the curves. All of these results reach
the tolerance requirement for quantum error correction using
surface codes. (c) Three evolution trajectories to construct
single qubit geometric gates. (d) Sequence fidelities for two
geometric evolution paths. Each path includes a reference se-
quence and an interleaved geometric X gate to illustrate the
results.

(δ component, i.e., the fluctuation of frabi). Alterna-
tively, there is another proposal (’Path-2’ in Fig. 3(d)) in
which the phase of the second evolution stage is replaced
by ϕ = φ+ γ − π/2 to better eliminate the off-resonance
noise (∆f component, i.e., the fluctuation of fqubit).

Figure 3(d) shows that the average geometric gate con-
trol fidelities of the two evolution paths are 98.42 %
and 98.65 % and that the control fidelities of geomet-
ric X gates are 98.32 % and 98.83 %, respectively. All
of these geometric gate fidelities are worse than the dy-
namic gates, which is unexpected, although theoretically
it should be better than the dynamic gates. We conclude
the following two main reasons to explain its futility. On
the one hand, both the off-resonance noise and the sys-
tematic noise may be strong in our system, but one evo-
lution loop is more effective against one type of noise. In
this case, one type of geometric gate will attend to the
resistance of one typical noise and lose another, resulting
in the inefficiency of the noise-resilient feature. On the
other hand, the geometric gates spend twice or four times
as long compared to the dynamic operations, which will
significantly increase tdur for the randomized benchmark-
ing experiment. Therefore, the heating effect caused by
MW is more severe than that of the dynamic gates, which
mainly limits the control fidelity in our experiments (see
Sec. V). Here, the heating effect results in the exponen-
tially damped readout probability (Tdecay defined as the

characteristic decay time, see Fig. 6 and Appendix C for
more details). Moreover, the readout probability affected
by the heating effect will obscure the practical probabil-
ity of the randomized benchmarking experiment. As a
result, the extracted control fidelity shown in Fig. 4(d)
does not reflect the realistic control fidelity of the geomet-
ric gate. In the following section, we extract the realistic
qubit control fidelity and benchmark the noise-resilient
feature of the geometric gates by removing the heating
effect in our fidelity simulation.

V. NOISE SPECTRUM AND FIDELITY
SIMULATION

Before starting the fidelity simulation, we first por-
tray the low-frequency part of the power spectral density
(PSD) S(f) to explore the power law dependence to de-
termine which type of noise dominates the noise environ-
ment. We scan fMW and track ∆f between fqubit and
a reference frequency fref = 26.5962 GHz [11, 19, 53].
Figure 4(a) shows the repeated Ramsey fringe measure-
ment with twait = 0.3 µs during the total measurement
time (ttot) of 90 hours. Here fMW is detuned from fref
by ± 3.5 MHz and divided into 35 points. Every point
takes 3 seconds to count P↑ and each experiment curve
takes ∼ 135 seconds, including the calibration of the SET
current and readout level. By fitting the experimental
curves, fqubit with increasing ttot is obtained, marked by
the yellow points in Fig. 4(a). The PSD S(f) calculated
by the autocorrelation function is shown in blue circles
in Fig. 4(b). All experimental data points follow a power
law 1/fα with α ∼ 1. According to Ref. [11, 19, 35],
we speculate that the PSD conforms to the 1/f charge
noise rule in a large noise frequency range, which has
commonly been observed in the electrical properties of
semiconductor devices. Therefore, we describe the noise
environment based on the 1/f charge noise in the follow-
ing simulation.
Then, we extract the noise effects on the σx (systematic

noise) and σz (off-resonance noise) components that were
used to construct the two-level Hamiltonian to describe
our single spin qubit system. By changing the standard
deviation of the noise strength in our simulation model,
we find that when the off-resonance noise strength is ap-
proximately 200 kHz, the simulated T ∗

2 of the Ramsey
fringe is comparable to the experimental result shown in
Fig. 2(c). Similarly, the systematic noise strength with a
standard deviation of approximately 26 kHz is extracted
from the Rabi oscillation experiment shown in Fig. 2(a).
Based on the noise parameters, we randomly generate
a set of ∆f and calculate its PSD S(f) with the same
approach used in Fig. 4(a-b). In Fig. 4(b), the yellow
circles are the intercepted results from our simulation to
highlight the consistency with the experimental results.
All the experimental and simulated results nicely follow
a power law 1/f0.96. Combined with the experimental
parameters, the theoretical T ∗

2 calculated by the PSD
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TABLE I. Experimental and simulated single-qubit control
fidelity of dynamic quantum gates. Here, ‘Heating’ (‘Noise’)
indicates that only the heating effect (charge noise) is consid-
ered, while both noise and the heating effect are included in
‘Total’.

Exp.
Sim.

Total Noise Heating
Ref. 99.12 % 99.27 % 99.52 % 99.60 %

I 99.69 % 99.62 % 99.52 % 100 %
X 99.29 % 99.33 % 100 % 99.31 %
Y 99.39 % 99.28 % 99.99 % 99.31 %

X/2 99.44 % 99.56 % 99.88 % 99.65 %
-X/2 99.77 % 99.24 % 99.47 % 99.65 %
Y/2 99.54 % 99.52 % 99.79 % 99.65 %
-Y/2 99.51 % 99.27 % 99.56 % 99.65 %

S(f)[11] is hundreds of nanoseconds to one microsecond,
which is consistent with the experimental result of 1.025
µs. All these results prove that the parameters used for
the fidelity simulation are credible.

After determining the noise strength, we simulate the
control fidelities of the dynamic gates (see Table I) and
the geometric gates (see Table II) based on the same ap-
proach used in the experiments shown in Fig. 3(a). The
simulated control fidelities are comparable with the ex-
perimental results. For the dynamic gates, the heating
effect and charge noise have similar effects on the control
fidelity, but the heating effect is the main limitation of
the geometric gates. The simulated control fidelities of
the X and Y gates are approximately 100 %, which may
benefit from the dynamic decoupling effect of the π op-
eration under the assumption that the noise is constant
in one single-shot experiment[47, 48]. Furthermore, the
control fidelities of the X and Y gates cannot reflect the
noise effect due to dynamic decoupling. Therefore, in the
following simulation, we emphasize the I and π/2 oper-
ations (including X/2, -X/2, Y/2 and -Y/2 operations)
to intuitively compare the control fidelity between the
dynamic and geometric gates.

Before the final discussion on the noise sources, we ex-
plore the effect of noise on the control fidelity by removing
the heating effect in our simulation to demonstrate the
noise-resilient feature of geometric quantum computing.
As mentioned in Sec. IV, the geometric gate of Path-
2 is robust to the off-resonance noise and the Path-1 is
robust to the systematic noise. Here, the off-resonance
noise strength is larger than the systematic noise, which
is the main limitation. Therefore, it can be predicted that
the control fidelities of geometric gates based on Path-2
perform better than the dynamic gates due to the re-
sistance to the off-resonance noise. However, although
the geometric gate of Path-1 can resist the systematic
noise, the effect of off-resonance noise severely limits its
performance. In particular, three dynamic operations
are required to construct one geometric gate, which re-
sults in the ineffective of the geometric gates based on
Path-1 compared to dynamic gates. The simulated con-

                   

         

  

   

 
  
  
  
 
  

 

                   

  

      

      

FIG. 4. (a) Repeated Ramsey fringe measurement with twait

= 0.3 µs during an experiment time of 90 h. The yellow points
track the qubit resonance frequencies. (b) PSD S(f) of the
qubit detuning calculated from the data shown in (a) and from
the simulation. (c) Simulated control fidelities of the dynamic
gates (black circle), the geometric gates of Path-1 (blue trian-
gle) and the geometric gates of Path-2 (orange square) after
removing the heating effect. (d) Fidelity differences between
the geometric gates and the dynamic gates. The geometric
gates based on Path-2 (orange square) can improve the con-
trol fidelity by approximately 0.24 % whereas Path-1-based
geometric gates (blue triangle) reduce the control fidelity by
0.45 %.

trol fidelities shown in Fig. 4(c) nicely match the predic-
tions, where the geometric gates based on Path-2 (orange
square) have the highest control fidelities followed by the
dynamic gates (black circle), and the geometric gate of
Path-1 (blue triangle) has the lowest control fidelities.
Fig. 4(d) plots the fidelity differences between the geo-
metric gates and the dynamic gates. Compared to the dy-
namic gates, the geometric gates based on Path-2 can im-
prove the control fidelity by approximately 0.24 %, while
the Path-1-based geometric gates reduce the control fi-
delity by 0.45 %. Future experiments could use short-
path geometric quantum gates to alleviate the heating
effect[54] or the iterative geometric quantum gate evolu-
tion proposal [55] to simultaneously mitigate the limita-
tions of both off-resonance noise and systematic noise.

Finally, we explain the passable qubit properties and
strong low-frequency charge noise by the following pos-
sible sources. The first is charge noise. When the MM
is absent, charge noise mainly affects fqubit by modulat-
ing electron the g-factor [23, 56], which is serious un-
der the condition of a large stark shift (34 MHz/V, see
Fig. 7(b)) in the Si-MOS platform. Charge noise assisted
by the large level arm (0.276 meV/mV, see Fig. 8(b)) will
disturb the readout position and limit the readout pro-
cess. To make matters worse, the MM integrated into
the device for fast EDSR will open a new noise path syn-
chronously [11, 19]. Due to the magnetic field gradient of
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TABLE II. Experimental and simulated single-qubit control fidelity of two types of geometric gates. Here, ‘Heating’ (‘Noise’)
indicates that only the heating effect (charge noise) is considered, while both noise and the heating effect are included in ‘Total’.

Exp.Path 1
Sim. Path 1

Exp. Path 2
Sim. Path 2

Total Noise Heating Total Noise Heating
Ref. 98.42 % 97.69 % 98.95 % 98.64 % 98.65 % 98.52 % 99.77 % 98.64 %
X 98.32 % 98.87 % 100.0 % 98.63 % 98.83 % 98.44 % 99.82 % 98.62 %

the MM, the disturbance of the electron wavefunction by
charge noise will drastically change fqubit and frabi, i.e.,
the off-resonance noise and the systematic noise, which
will weaken the effectiveness of geometric quantum gates.
Next, compared to the bridge MM structure [20], the
small transverse field gradient of the MM results in a slow
frabi. Therefore, achieving an appreciable frabi will cause
a severe heating effect, as more MW power is needed.
Meanwhile, the MM is asymmetric with the QD, which
results in fast dephasing and low control quality due to
the large longitudinal field gradient. The improper orien-
tation of Bext will strengthen these negative effects, and
the optimal orientation with high control quality is ap-
proximately 34◦ or 161◦ relative to the one-dimensional
channel between the screening gates S1, S2 and S3 in
Fig. 1(a) [17].

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we characterize single electron spin
qubit control fidelity via Clifford-based randomized
benchmarking in a Si-MOS quantum dot device. An
average control fidelity of 99.12 % is extracted, and all
single-qubit gates reach the 1 % tolerance requirement for
quantum error correction using surface code. To make
qubit operation more efficient and robust in a complex
noise environment, we introduce noise-resilient geomet-
ric quantum computing. However, the control fidelities
of geometric quantum gates are worse than those of dy-
namic gates. According to our simulation, the experi-
mentally poor control fidelity of the geometric quantum
gate is mainly due to the competition between the noise-
resilient and the heating effect caused by microwaves.
With further optimization of experimental conditions in-
cluding the micromagnet structure and microwave power,
and adoption of the iterative geometric gate evolution
proposals, geometric quantum computing will be an effi-
cient method for realizing high-fidelity qubit control and
eliminating the difficulties of achieving large-scale quan-
tum computing.
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Appendix A: Measurement setup

The sample was placed in a dilution refrigerator (Ox-
ford Instruments Triton) with a base temperature of ap-
proximately 20 mK. A two-stage gate voltage pulse is
generated by an arbitrary waveform generator (Tektronix
AWG5204). The d.c. gate voltage and two-stage pulse
applied on gate LP are combined by an analog summing
amplifier (SRS SIM980) at room temperature, which is
connected to the d.c. port of a commercial bias-tee (An-
ristu K251). The microwave signal for EDSR is gen-
erated by a vector source generator (Ceyear 1465F-V)
using I/Q modulated signals from Tektronix AWG5204
channel pairs. The microwave transmission line consists
of a 36 dB attenuator at the 4 K plate and connects to
the RF-in port of K251. Charge sensing is performed by
monitoring the SET current. The output current is am-
plified by the room-temperature amplifier (SRS SR570
and SR560) and then digitized by the PCI-based wave-
form digitizer (AlazarTech ATS9440) at a sampling rate
of 100 kSa/s for electron spin state readout. For synchro-
nization, we use the marker of the channel that outputs
the two-stage gate voltage pulse to trigger the output of
the I/Q waveform and the digitizer.

Appendix B: Ramsey fringe

Figure 5 shows the Ramsey fringe measurement. Here
the microwave frequency is detuned from fref = 26.5966
GHz by ± 6 MHz and divided into 61 points. Every
point takes 3 seconds to count P↑ and each experiment
curve takes 330 seconds including the calibration of the
SET current and readout position. For one wait time
between two π/2 operations, the above experiment curve
will be repeated 30 times, and the final curve is obtained
by averaging these 30 curves. The jitter of the qubit
resonance frequency is visible, which is the same as that
shown in Fig. 2(b).
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FIG. 5. Ramsey fringe measurement results. Frequent jumps
in fqubit during the measurement are clear.

      

          

    

          

    

     

FIG. 6. Spin up probability as a function of the MW burst
time tπ + toff−res during another cool-down experiment of the
same sample. (a) The heating effect that results in the expo-
nentially damped readout probability. The inset shows that
a π pulse (tπ) is applied followed by the off-resonance MW
burst (toff−res). (b) The heating effect is difficult to counter-
act by inserting an idle time tidle between the off-resonance
MW burst and the readout stage. The inset shows the loca-
tion of tidle.

Appendix C: Heating effect

Fig. 6 shows another cool-down experiment of the same
sample. The MW burst time tπ + toff−res consists of
two parts: a π pulse (tπ) followed by an off-resonance
MW burst with variable time (toff−res, see the inset of
Fig. 6(a)). In the randomized benchmarking experiment,
more quantum gates mean longer MW burst time, es-
pecially for the geometric gates. The long MW burst
time will cause the heating effect, which may limit the
accuracy of the experimental results. Here, we use the
off-resonance MW burst to reproduce the effect of a long
MW burst time on the qubit control process and to ex-
amine the limitation of the heating effect during the ran-
domized benchmarking experiment. After the π pulse
(tπ), the electron is operated to spin-up state. Then, the
following off-resonance MW burst is detuned from fqubit
by 20 MHz, which has no effect on the electron spin state.
Therefore, we extract the heating effect by the change in
the readout probability of the spin-up state. In Fig. 6(a),
the readout probability of the spin up state will decay to
half of the maximum, which is due to the heating effect
of the off-resonance MW burst. We define Tdecay as the

characteristic decay time of the readout probability. Ad-
ditionally, it is difficult to counteract by inserting an idle
time between the off-resonance MW burst and the read-
out stage as shown in Fig. 6(b). We choose idle times of
100 µs and 300 µs, and there is no obvious effect on the
decay of the readout probability. Here, we assume that
the heating effect is similar between the two cool-down
experiments, since the same MW power is delivered to
the same sample. Therefore, we add the heating effect
described by an exponentially damped readout probabil-
ity to the simulation model with Tdecay of approximately
18 µs which is extracted from Fig. 6(b).

                         

      

FIG. 7. (a) fqubit as a function of the external magnetic
field. (b) The difference in fqubit as a function of load depth.
The base frequency is 26.595 GHz.

Appendix D: Electron g-factor and stark shift

We use a frequency-chirped microwave pulse to retrieve
fqubit. Here the chirped pulse is ± 30 MHz around fMW

and lasts 500 µs. If the chirped pulse sweeps through
fqubit, the electron state will be excited to the spin-up
state. Here, the fMW corresponding to the center posi-
tion of the readout signal is determined as fqubit under
different Bext, as shown in Fig. 7(a). The fitted electron
g-factor is approximately 2.173, and the magnetic field
of the MM is approximately 53 mT.
We scan fMW to measure the EDSR signal to track

fqubit, and a set of fqubit as a function of load depth is
obtained as shown in Fig. 7(b). The difference in fqubit
is relative to a base frequency of 26.595 GHz, and the
stark shift is approximately 34 MHz/V.

Appendix E: Electron temperature and level arm

Fig. 8(a) shows the probability of an unfilled QD as
a function of the LP gate voltage. By fitting the ex-
perimental data to a Fermi-Dirac function and using the
extracted level arm, the electron temperature Te = 385.1
± 7.2 mK is obtained.
Fig. 8(b) plots the magnetospectroscopy of the first

electron filling of the QD. Here the position of the transi-
tion line under Bext is measured by monitoring the SET
current, and we take 0.5679 V as the base voltage for
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clarity. To eliminate the influence of incomplete magne-
tization of MM, we choose the range of 1 - 2 Tesla for
data analysis, and a level arm of approximately 0.276
meV/mV is obtained.

                           

      

FIG. 8. (a) Time-averaged quantum dot occupation. The
data are fit to a Fermi function, and an electron temperature
of approximately 385.1 mK is extracted. (b) Magnetospec-
troscopy of the first electron filling of the QD. The position
of the transition line is measured through the SET current.
A level arm of about 0.276 meV/mV is obtained.
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Möttönen, Christopher D Nugroho, Changyi Yang, Jes-
sica A Van Donkelaar, et al. Single-shot readout of an
electron spin in silicon. Nature, 467(7316):687–691, 2010.
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