arXiv:2107.05362v1 [quant-ph] 23 Jun 2021

Quantum technologies for climate change: Preliminary assessment

Casey Berger,^{1, 2} Agustin Di Paolo,^3 Tracey Forrest,^4 Stuart Hadfield,^5 Nicolas Sawaya,^6 Michał Stęchły,^7 and Karl Thibault^3 1Department of Physics, Smith College, Northampton, Massachusetts 01063, USA 2Boston University Rafik B. Hariri Institute for Computing and Computational Science & Engineering, Boston, Massachusetts 02215, USA 3Département de physique, Institut quantique, Université de Sherbrooke, Sherbrooke, Québec, J1K 2R1, Canada 4Transformative Quantum Technologies, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada 5USRA Research Institute for Advanced Computer Science, Mountain View, California 94043, USA 6Intel Labs, Santa Clara, California 95054, USA 7Zapata Computing Canada Inc., 325 Front St W, Toronto, ON, M5V 2Y1 (Dated: July 13, 2021. Last updated July 13, 2021.)

Climate change presents an existential threat to human societies and the Earth’s ecosystems more generally. Mitigation strategies naturally require solving a wide range of challenging problems in science, engineering, and economics. In this context, rapidly developing quantum technologies in computing, sensing, and communication could become useful tools to diagnose and help mitigate the effects of climate change. However, the intersection between climate and quantum sciences remains largely unexplored. This preliminary report aims to identify potential high-impact use-cases of quantum technologies for climate change with a focus on four main areas: simulating physical systems, combinatorial optimization, sensing, and energy efficiency. We hope this report provides a useful resource towards connecting the climate and quantum science communities, and to this end we identify relevant research questions and next steps.

INTRODUCTION

Emerging quantum technologies are anticipated to provide new approaches to challenging scientific and engineering problems [1, 2]. An important question is to what extent these technologies can provide advantages related to anthropogenic climate change in areas such as mitigation, adaptation and prediction [3–7]. Moreover, understanding the time scale in which quantum advantages could be realized is particularly important for pressing climate related challenges, and assessing the potential real-world impact. Hence, identifying the most promising use cases for quantum technologies of the near future, weighted by potential impact, is a natural first step in this direction. This report seeks to expedite the formation of an interdisciplinary community of researchers toward elucidating these important questions in quantum climate science.

Q4Climate is an initiative that brings together the research communities at the intersection of quantum and climate science, involving academia, government, and industry, with the aim of identifying how or where emerging quantum technologies may be applied to reduce the pace and impact of climate change.

This report presents a preliminary high-level assessment of the potential of quantum technologies for tackling climate change, with a focus on impactful realizations in the near- to moderate-term. Our assessment is by no means exhaustive or complete, and intends to provide a basis for more thorough investigations of specific applications. More precisely, we identify and discuss four application areas: simulation of physical systems (Sec. I), combinatorial optimization (Sec. II), quantum sensing (Sec. III), and (computational) energy efficiency (Sec. IV). Our preliminary investigation mostly avoids applications with more demanding quantum resource requirements, for example, advanced quantum approaches for solving differential equations, or quantum approaches to machine learning; we reserve such topics for future iterations of this report. We emphasize that as quantum technology continues to develop, both in theory and in practice, the views of this document may change considerably. Indeed, we identify a number of relevant research questions and areas for further investigation (throughout and Sec. V). Interested researchers are welcome and encouraged to get in touch with us at www.q4climate.org.

I. QUANTUM SIMULATION

CASEY BERGER, AGUSTIN DI PAOLO AND NICOLAS SAWAYA

The advent of supercomputers brought massive advances in materials science and chemistry. However, and despite increasingly innovative algorithms and the growing accessibility of large-scale computing power, most materials science and chemistry problems remain intractable by standard or ‘classical’ computers. For many of these problems, intractability is a mere consequence of their quantum-mechanical nature. Thus, quantum computing (QC) holds great promise for enabling advances in these areas [8–10].

Acknowledging the technological challenges that lie ahead, the goal of this chapter is (a) to highlight the technological and scientific subfields that would benefit from more powerful computation and (b) to categorize the types of simulations and algorithms relevant to climate and energy.

Opportunities ahead

At the microscopic level of electrons and atoms, all physical behavior is governed by quantum mechanics. However, studying the quantum scale with classical computers faces major obstacles, as the time and memory required for exact simulation increases exponentially with the size of the system. For instance, in order to perform an exact simulation of N quantum particles with d states each, one generally needs to store and do linear-algebra operations on at least a d^N -dimensional space. For a relatively small problem of 100 quantum particles, this would require a memory size of at least 2^{100} ≈ 10^{30}, a quantity equivalent to > 10^{89} terabytes that one could never hope to even store in a classical computer.

This intractable scaling could be avoided if one had access to a large enough quantum computer, where the amount of computing resources (number of qubits and processing time) can scale polynomially with N. Thus, for large N, the simulation possibilities offered by a quantum processor appear to be simply unmatched by their classical counterpart, something that could enable the solution of technologically important and difficult problems in physics and chemistry.

However, the dream of quantum computers, assuming viable large-scale devices can be built and deployed over a reasonable timeframe, is not simply to speed up existing calculations. First, to a degree of accuracy that is impossible today, researchers could in principle simulate the behavior of, for example, new photovoltaics, battery materials and fuels before spending massive time and investment in the laboratory. Though there are currently many useful materials and chemical simulations performed on traditional computers, their imprecise results can often be used only for qualitative conclusions or for eliminating poor candidates. Second, with a quantum computer one would be able to perform virtual screenings [37] of millions of molecules (or more) for given applications, with high confidence in the accuracy of the results (as opposed to the mid or low confidence given by current supercomputer simulations).

The question therefore appears not to be whether a quantum computer can aid in development of clean technology, but whether a robust enough quantum computer can be built in time. Despite the formidable challenges that lie ahead, in this chapter we outline ways in which a quantum computer could become a useful tool to help alleviate the climate crisis if a viable machine is built in the next 10-20 years.

A. Linking quantum computation to climate applications

Different physical processes or phenomena require different simulation algorithms. For instance, the approaches used for finding the ground state of an atomic nucleus are different from those for studying dynamics in a solvated chemical process. Algorithmic differences arise partly because the desired quantities or observables are different, but also partly because some aspects of the problem may be tractable on a classical computer, allowing for hybrid computational techniques. It is therefore useful to categorize applications based on the desired physical quantity or observable.

Our main findings are summarized in Table I, where we display a list of simulation targets and relate them to materials applications in green technology or climate science [38]. This grid and the information in this document is meant to help guide researchers in developing improved quantum algorithms for particular technologies.

Our approach to Table I merits some comment, as there are several possible approaches for making connections between quantum computation and end-use technology. It is not immediately obvious which option is most useful for the research community. One could have linked (a) quantum algorithms to application, (b) chemical or material type to application, or (c) a more general “simulation goal” to application. Option (a) is not particularly helpful, since most existing Hamiltonian simulation approaches would be used for nearly all applications. Option (b) may be workable but it ignores certain subtleties, like the fact that different properties for the same substance require entirely different algorithmic approaches. The option we chose, option (c), focuses on the simulation “goal,” in the sense of

Solar energy [11]

Wind energy [12, 13] Batteries [14] Industrial processes [15] Materials for the grid [16] Synthetic fuels (incl. electrolysis) [17] CO2 capture [18, 19] Atmospheric science [20] Nuclear power [21] Structural materials [4] Biological enzymes [22] Plastics & circular economy Agriculture

Gas-phase electronic structure [23] - - - - - - - Molecular dynamics [24] - - - - - Solution chemistry [25] - - - - - - Transition metal elements [26] - - - Lanthanides & actinides [27] - - - - - Electronic band structure [28] - - - - - - - - - - Electron/hole diffusion constants [28] - - - - - - - - - - Vibrational and vibronic structure [29, 30] - - - - - Magnetism [31] - - - - - - - - Nuclear structure and reactions [32] - - - - - - - - - - - - Excited states of a Hamiltonian [33–36] - - - - -

TABLE I. Relevance of materials and chemistry simulation areas to climate-related technology. Because different rows tend to require distinct quantum algorithmic approaches, this categorization may guide researchers in choosing areas for developing better algorithms. Note that a particular simulation is likely to be relevant to multiple rows (e.g. consider a reaction in solution involving transition metal elements). Dot sizes roughly represent the proportion of application-relevant simulations that would require the given simulation type. Large circles: simulation type very impactful to end-use application; Medium circles: somewhat impactful; hyphen: not impactful.

both target material and desired property. The result is a mix of categorization both by substance (e.g. actinides exhibit relativistic effects while most transition metals do not) and by desired property (e.g. solution chemistry uses different approaches from gas-phase reactivity).

B. Which climate application will come first?

It would be useful to determine in detail which climate science applications will be the first to benefit from quantum simulation, although such an analysis remains difficult to do. There are approaches based on the phase-estimation algorithm [39–41], which are too costly to be implemented on early generations of quantum hardware. An alternative to this approach is the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) [42], which requires the use of a (possibly imperfect) quantum computer and a classical computer working closely together [43]. Indeed, most “near-term” algorithms fall in the category of VQE and are actively being developed by the academic and industrial communities [44, 45].

It is also worth noting that, when designing a quantum algorithm, it is not just the number of qubits but also the quantum circuit depth that must be considered. Roughly speaking, the depth equals the number of computational steps that are needed to execute an algorithm. Circuit-depth is currently the main limitation to realizing quantum computation, illustrated by the fact that the best quantum computers cannot reliably achieve a depth greater than 100 steps [46]. Hence new research in this direction must continue to focus on reducing the circuit depth through algorithmic improvements.

Another rule of thumb is, unsurprisingly, that simpler systems will be simulatable before complex ones. Hence a problem type that is described by an energy function or cost function with a number of terms that grows linearly with system size will likely be successfully treated before a one that grows quadratically, for example. A poor scaling of the number of terms with system size is likely to increase the circuit depth of a simulation. Though it is beyond the scope of this work, we believe the community would benefit from a detailed and accurate categorization of the problem complexities of different materials and different simulation objectives.

It is unlikely that the first useful quantum simulation will be the one that is most relevant to climate, though the possibility that any climate application will benefit from quantum computation is an exciting prospect. One purpose of this document is to guide future researchers in determining which areas to focus attention.

II. QUANTUM OPTIMIZATION

STUART HADFIELD AND MICHAŁ STĘCHŁY

While optimization offers a broad area of potential applications of quantum computing related to climate, at this early stage it remains unclear i) to what degree quantum computers can provide advantages in optimization over classical algorithms in impactful applications of interest, and ii) at what timeframe we can expect to realize such advantages in terms of both hardware and algorithm development. Indeed, quantum approaches to optimization remain an active area of research, both in terms of general algorithms and specific applications, for near-term devices and beyond. Moreover, optimization exhibits the potential for different modes of possible quantum advantage, in particular in either settings of exact or approximate optimization (including heuristics), which have different suitability in different applications, as well as sampling problems. While we outline here several potentially impactful areas directly related to the intersection of optimization and climate change, further research is needed to elucidate specific challenging computational tasks in detail, and their implementation on and potential benefit from quantum devices. For example, a recent paper [47] considers quantum approaches to problems related to smart-charging of electric vehicles, and observes performance competitive with classical methods. Further work remains to develop the links between such possible computational advantages and the resulting real-world impacts. Hence, Q4Climate encourages further interaction between the climate and quantum communities towards leveraging quantum technologies related to optimization. Much research remains to be done, and we are still at the early stages of understanding the power of quantum approaches to optimization, generally.

A. Quantum hardware and algorithms

Though recent quantum hardware has begun to allow the preliminary exploration of quantum approaches to optimization, there is a long way to go before these devices can offer broad real-world impact. Two particular challenges are the capability limitations of existing or near-term hardware, and the fact that in many cases we already have very good polynomial time exact or approximate classical algorithms. On the other hand, as these quantum algorithms are believed to not be efficiently classically simulatable in general, the potential for quantum computational advantage remains tantalizing and further research is required to identify the most promising applications.

The first commercial quantum devices, quantum annealers, were deployed to solve certain classes of hard optimization problems. These devices are severely restricted in the class of algorithms they offer. Despite a decade of experimentation, the scaling advantages offered by such hardware and its future incarnations remains unclear [48, 49]. More recently, quantum gate-model devices have also begun to appear, offering access to a potentially much wider variety of quantum algorithms. We separate, roughly, these algorithms into two classes: 1) near-term quantum algorithms, and 2) fault-tolerant algorithms. Similar to the situation with quantum annealing, near-term algorithms (such as, for example, QAOA [50, 51], or related variational approaches) enable mapping optimization problems to near-term quantum hardware. Despite much recent interest the power, potential advantage, and applicability of these algorithms similarly remains unclear, especially in the context of small noisy real-world devices of the foreseeable future [51, 52]. Hence, we are unable to make concrete claims as to the potential advantages and impact towards climate offered in the near-term by either quantum annealers or gate-model quantum computers.

Further afield quantum devices, typically considered in a fault-tolerant regime, offer access to a much wider variety of algorithms. All of the previously mentioned near-term algorithms are expected to perform better on fault-tolerant quantum devices. Similarly, better hardware will allow larger problems to be tackled and larger quantum circuits to be reliably deployed (for example, QAOA on n qubits (variables) with number of layers growing as log n or poly(n)). Again, for these methods questions as to what advantages are possible remain promising but unclear. Looking ahead more broadly, the case for quantum advantage is theoretically stronger if we consider algorithms allowed to run for longer than polynomial time in the input size. The standard example is Grover’s algorithm for quantum search which achieves quadratic speedup, and in some cases can obtain a similar speedup of classical algorithms. Recent extensions of these ideas include applications to provable speedups (under certain assumptions) for standard optimization algorithms such as branch-and-bound and backtracking tree search, e.g., in the context of constraint satisfaction problems, mathematical programming, and partial differential equations. As these algorithms have stringent quantum hardware requirements (i.e., sufficiently low error rates and long coherence times), they are much less promising to provide a computational advantage in application to climate change within the near term, though remain an important future research direction.

In summary, optimization applications related to climate appear a lucrative, though presently somewhat murky, area for potential quantum advantage in the near future. We encourage further research towards identifying the most promising applications, in particular through enhanced dialogue between the quantum and climate communities, but also from industries such as energy, transport, and operations research. We emphasize that as basic research continues in quantum optimization, the viewpoints here could potentially change significantly in the near future to reflect the developing science and technology. In particular, quantum computing research can sometimes lead to new and improved classical algorithms, which is a further welcome development.

B. Target criteria for optimization applications

We seek problems and application areas that ideally meet two conditions: i) impactful for helping with climate change, and ii) a good fit for quantum resources and potential quantum advantage. We identify the following criteria to guide the selection of such problems:

• Moderate problem size – the number of problem variables will be hardware-limited for the foreseeable future, as well as the required algorithm depth and connectivity.

• Non-data intensive – applications requiring means of inputting large amounts of classical data (e.g., via qRAM) are less likely to be suitable for near-term approaches or hardware.

• Measurable impact – optimization aspects can be one part of large industrial processes, and hence the true environmental impact of potential improvement might be challenging to measure, and easy to over or understate. Nevertheless in some applications even marginal improvements can have large impact over time or at scale.

• Impact multiplier – how often the problem needs to be solved. For example, quantum computers could be deployed in time-sensitive optimization tasks such as wireless signal decoding [53], or allocation in distribution networks, to produce better approximate solutions faster. Alternatively, other applications allow a greater computational effort towards obtaining the best solution possible, such as, for example, optimizing the physical layout of a field of wind turbines.

• Second-order effects – impact should be gauged within the wider societal and climate contexts, including possible uninteded consquences. (For example, economic effects of improving automobile fuel efficiency could counterintuitively lead to more cars on the road and an overall increase of emissions...)

C. Example applications related to optimization and climate

We briefly mention five initially promising application areas, including a number of examples from the literature. An immediate goal is to further engage with researchers from the climate science, classical optimization, and quantum computing communities as to better elucidate the potential impact of quantum computers, as described above.

• Power and energy: real-time allocation and routing with immediate potential power and energy savings, e.g., static or dynamic grid optimization problems [54, 55] (including load balancing or unit commitment), batteries [47], renewable energy [7, 56], and real-time wireless network [53, 57].

• System layout: design of facilities, manufacturing plants, and supply chains, e.g., wind turbine placement [58], hybrid energy system design [59, 60], and in automotive industry applications [61].

• Transportation networks: improvements offer direct carbon reductions, e.g., traffic flow and navigation [62–64].

• Distribution networks: optimized scheduling and allocation of goods and resources, e.g., potential improved efficiencies in shipping, water distribution [65, 66], buildings and cities [67, 68].

• Climate mitigation and adaptation: climate [69] and weather [70] modeling and control [71], adaption [72], biodiversity and ecosystems [73], reducing carbon emissions [74].

We remark that an encouraging sign is the deployment of the classical simulated annealing algorithm in applications related to climate, which in some cases may be adapted to give fast quantum algorithms, though further research is required. Similarly, ongoing developments in applications of classical machine learning and artificial intelligence to climate change [6] may lead to or inspire novel use cases for quantum computers. In the other direction, in some cases, quantum optimization research may also lead to novel “quantum-inspired” classical approaches (e.g., [75]).

III. QUANTUM SENSING

TRACEY FORREST

Sensors are critical technology in assessing and addressing issues relating to climate change. Current state-of-the-art sensing technologies are already used to monitor several climate related properties, such as atmospheric levels of select greenhouse gas emissions and optical properties of aerosol particles. Quantum sensors bring a new paradigm for measuring their environment, enabling efficiencies and correlations that are not possible in the classical world. Applied to climate change, they are anticipated to have transformative impacts across a variety of domains, from electricity to environmental monitoring.

Sensing covers detection, imaging, metrology and navigation. The properties measured include electric and magnetic fields, motion (including acceleration, rotation and gravity), and optical signals. Through quantum sensors, orders of magnitude improvements in sensitivity, selectivity or resource efficiency can potentially be achieved; the power of quantum effectively translates into a dramatic step-function transformation. For example, quantum sensors allow for the measurement of electric and magnetic fields very accurately across many frequencies; drift-free operation, obviating the need for calibration; the ability to sense changes in gravity to reveal potential climate change indicators; non-line-of-sight imaging; and navigation in GPS denied environments.

Opportunities for quantum sensing

The intersection of climate change and quantum sensing represents a vast landscape of potential opportunity. This chapter aims to present an initial scan of applications where quantum may offer an advantage over classical sensors. Applications are identified that assign a high value to one or more of the following:

• A classical solution does not yet exist. There are very good classical sensors today. Thus, quantum sensors will be driven by applications where they are found to uniquely meet a need.

• The opportunity calls for greater precision, selectivity or efficiency. This is where the power of quantum may be realized over classical technology.

• A high tech solution is advisable. Quantum technology is often more complex and costly than classical. A workplace with experience in deploying high tech solutions is more likely to enable successful adoption of quantum technology.

• Early adopters exist. Demand-side pull provides a focus for technology development, and supports technology validation and commercialization.

• High impact is expected. Opportunities that offer greater potential to scale, achieve significant emissions reduction and lead to transformational change are of higher priority.

Climate change solution domains offer a way of categorizing quantum sensing applications. Five domains have been identified for this purpose as follows: i) electricity systems, ii) transportation, iii) industry, iv) environmental monitoring and v) society.

A. Electricity systems

Decarbonizing our energy supply is one of the most important ways humanity can achieve sizable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Quantum sensors offer a pathway to higher efficiency solar cells and higher solar fuel conversion efficiency through improved materials characterization and quantum coherent approaches, enhanced remote-sensing for the identification of promising geothermal sources [76] or other renewable energy resources [77], and more effective monitoring of nuclear plants [78, 79]. Furthermore, while society transitions away from fossil fuels, quantum sensing may help reduce current-system impacts by improving fossil fuel infrastructure maintenance and leak detection.

B. Transportation

Electric mobility continues to dominate new vehicle investments and is expected to grow significantly in market share. Presently there are technical issues with the diagnosis and prognosis of electric vehicle battery state of health [80], which leads to an opportunity to improve battery performance and lifetime. For example, current state-of-the-art procedures to assess Solid Electrolyte Interphase - a key parameter in battery performance - do not provide an adequate understanding due to measurement difficulties [81]. Quantum sensors may help to alleviate these challenges by improving our understanding of battery degradation mechanisms [82]. It’s worth noting that neutron interferometry is already applied to battery diagnostics today.

C. Environmental monitoring

The monitoring of greenhouse gases is critical to assess the state of climate change [83–85]. Satellites are used in a variety of settings to monitor methane, carbon dioxide and other gases. Accurate readings of methane, in particular, are difficult to obtain because of spectral interference from other gases in spectroscopy, a challenge quantum sensors may overcome. Quantum sensors may also be used to identify and monitor greenhouse gas emissions via satellite over large areas such as peatlands [86]. Moreover, aerosols, which play an important role in climate change, also currently suffer from sensing limitations that may be addressed through quantum technologies [87].

Ice sheet melting dynamics and sea-level rise are crucial parts of climate change models. Their monitoring, through optical properties suitable for quantum sensing, would provide important data to climate modelers [88]. In addition, quantum gravimeters deployed via satellite may lead to a better understanding of a broader set of indicators and mechanisms of the global climate system including global mass variations, earth’s response to natural and humaninduced forces and monitoring of polar regions for example [89].

D. Industry

Monitoring of specific and relevant environmental targets can be used to reduce industrial contributions to climate change. Some promising applications include precision agriculture [90] and cattle management [91]. For example, measuring biomarkers of methane emissions in cattle may enable the selection of cattle for breeding which emit less methane and ultimately may lower agricultural greenhouse gas emissions [92].

Quantum sensors can be used to image magnetic fields with unprecedented performance, which may in turn lead to an acceleration in the development of smart materials for a variety of applications highly relevant to climate change. For example, today’s expertise in mapping heterogeneous magnetic materials with submicron resolution offers the potential to probe multi-phase magnetic solids for beyond Moore’s law information processing (with commensurate gains to energy performance) [93].

E. Society

Quantum sensors may benefit public health and disaster response efforts. For example, accurate identification of hazards may help inform evacuation planning. Quantum sensors also offer the potential to improve climate risk scenarios by providing new or more accurate climate information on important indicators such as flooding and forest fire prediction. Quantum gravimeters are already being studied for use in volcano hazard assessments and mitigation plans [94].

The potential applications and benefits of quantum sensing to climate change are broad. Opportunities exist today across electricity, transportation, industry, environmental monitoring, and society, among others. Identifying the most important targets for quantum sensors, and analyzing their enhanced impact for climate change, will serve to guide and catalyze their development.

IV. ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF QUANTUM COMPUTERS

KARL THIBAULT

The potential of using quantum computers to solve problems that are at present impossible on supercomputers is becoming widely known, even in the general public. However, even if quantum computers were not able to achieve a speedup in computing time compared to classical computers for a given problem, using them might still provide an advantage. Indeed, quantum computers could possibly provide an increase in efficiency in terms of the physical resources required, such as the total energy needed to complete a given calculation. Simply comparing two existing devices, the D-Wave 2000Q which consumes 25 kW [95] and the Summit supercomputer which consumes 13 MW of power [96], shows a difference in energy consumption of approximately four orders of magnitude. This lower energy cost comes from lower cooling requirements, as well as lower power needed to operate the computing units. Saving megawatt-hours of energy drastically lowers the environmental footprint of computing, as well as saving millions of dollars.

However, it is important to note that the D-Wave device and a supercomputer differ significantly in the type of problems they can solve. We classify quantum computing devices in three categories: single-purpose devices, Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices [1] and fault-tolerant devices. Single-purpose devices, such as the D- Wave 2000Q, are designed to implement a specific algorithm, in this case quantum annealing. NISQ devices are made up of, as their name implies, a limited amount of imperfect qubits over which we exercise imperfect control. Finally, a fault-tolerant quantum computer’s qubits are protected from errors using quantum error correction and an appropriate hardware design. Fault-tolerant devices are the most directly comparable to today’s supercomputers, but unfortunately remain far from attainable in the near term.

Indeed, because we are still in the NISQ era, comparisons such as the one made above are often considered murky. However, these are the only comparisons that can currently be made accurately, rather than speculatively. We will thus focus our attention on comparing classical and quantum devices on a specific demonstrated computation that has already been achieved in the literature. For this purpose, we have chosen the quantum supremacy experiment, where Google claimed that their quantum computer provided a speedup over Summit [97]. This report aims to assess the efficiency difference between classical and quantum computation in this specific example. However, comparing the efficiency of two different devices is a complex task. To simplify it, the lifetime of a specific device can be split into three parts: production, operation and end-of-life. Here, we will focus on the operation of the devices. Some brief comments will be made regarding production and end-of-life considerations.

A. Operating costs

Operating costs can be separated into four categories: electricity, facilities, personnel and hardware/software. Electricity costs (including cooling) are calculated as follows:

Operating time * power use * cost of kWh = electricity costs.

Let’s assume 0.1 $/kWh for electricity costs. Let’s also assume that Google’s quantum supremacy calculation can be done in 200 seconds on a quantum computer [97] and in 2.5 days on Summit [98]. Finally, let’s assume 25 kW of power usage for the quantum computer, which is a good approximation if it is a superconducting chip housed inside a dilution refrigeration (taking into account cooling and all operation electronics) [99]. This is to be compared with Summit’s 13 MW of power usage [96].

For the classical computer, we obtain: 60 h * 13 000 kW * 0.1 $/kWh = 78,000 $.

For the quantum computer, we obtain: 0.056 h * 25 kW * 0.1 $/kWh = 0.14 $.

Quantum computation of this specific problem costs 557 000 times less than the same computation done on a supercomputer. Observe that this is in part due to the lower power consumption of quantum computers, not strictly because the quantum computation is faster, as if both computations took the same time the quantum computation would still cost 520 times less. Without specifying the problem to be solved and the speed of computation, operational costs for a full year are 21.9 k$ for a superconducting quantum computer vs 11.39 M$ for Summit. Even if Google’s quantum supremacy’s claim was incorrect and their quantum computer did not provide a speedup, the fact that it could compete with Summit, the world’s fastest supercomputer at the time, is an incredible feat in itself. Considering that Google’s chip fits into a dilution refrigerator and needs less than one hundred laboratory grade electronic machines to operate — compared to Summit’s 9216 CPUs, 27648 GPUs and other classical control components — it definitely seems more power efficient. Moreover, power consumption should not scale rapidly with the number of qubits, at least initially, as a chip with some thousands of qubits can still fit in a dilution fridge.

Facilities costs include rent and water usage costs. They are similar for both types of computers, although we can expect that quantum computers will need much less space than supercomputers do as of today. Even if some predictions of fault-tolerant computers anticipate that their initial size could be as huge as many football fields [100], one can hope that further development will lead to decreased size just as for classical computers in the past decades. This report will not dive deeper into this area, as it is yet unclear if there is a gain to achieve in this area. If any, this gain will surely be much less than for electricity costs. One specific area which might be worth studying in more details, because of its environmental impact, is the difference in water consumption for cooling and other purposes such as fabrication. This is however out of the scope of this report.

Personnel costs are similar for both types of computers, as both need a team of ten to fifty people to run. This amounts to ∼1-5 M$ per year. Gains are not expected in this area, nor does it have much of an impact on the environment per se.

Hardware and software costs are mostly for buying the equipment necessary to run the computers, as well as maintenance costs to repair dysfunctional parts. First of all, we suppose software costs to be minimal compared to the hardware, as the operation of software is in essence free once acquired (or subject to typically negligible recurring fees). On the hardware side, maintenance costs can be substantial, but are negligible compared to the upfront costs over a reasonable length of time. Indeed, Summit for example is composed of 27648 GPUs and 9216 CPUs, for which the total cost amounts to ∼ 325 M$ [96]. Quantum computers, on the other hand, cannot yet simply be bought. One can estimate the costs of all the cooling (∼ 1 M$) and electronics to operate them (10-20 M$), but the cost of the actual chip is yet undetermined. It is thus currently impossible to assess the cost difference accurately.

Finally, this assessment does not take into account research and development of new hardware or software, which are substantial investments for both types of computers.

B. Other factors

This assessment covers only a small portion of the footprint of quantum computers. In particular, it highlights the reduction in electricity consumption that could be achieved from operating quantum computers versus classical supercomputers. More thorough studies are needed to clarify the difference in overall operating costs, but also in fabrication and environmental costs such as non-renewable material or heavy metal use, as well as the biodiversity and ecosystem impact of the fabrication chain including the end-of-life phase. Even if chips themselves need approximately the same amount of heavy or non-renewable materials to create, quantum computers of today have only one chip compared to the tens of thousands of chips in supercomputers. This could be a huge reduction in the use of those materials but, in the long-term, quantum error correction schemes might need a very large number of classical and/or quantum chips to operate, counterbalancing this reduction. In any case, there is a very clear need for deeper analysis of the advantage of using quantum devices, not for their speed, but their efficiency.

V. CONCLUSION

As quantum technologies continue to develop, it is important to assess how they may be best utilized to provide realworld impact. Here, we argue that the advent of large and accurate quantum computers could provide efficient methods to simulate a host of challenging physical systems that are crucial to tackle climate-change related problems in energy, industrial processes, atmospheric science, and other sectors. Similarly, quantum approaches to optimization could provide benefits in areas including renewable energy, systems layout, transportation, distribution, and direct climate modeling and mitigation, though their precise advantages over classical computers requires further investigation. More generally, it could be useful to use quantum computers not only for their speed-up in certain use-cases, but for their improved energy efficiency. Quantum sensors could be relevant for climate mitigation, as they can provide improved sensitivity, selectivity and efficiency gains across a wide variety of application domains. In each case, it is important to continue to identify and analyze specific applications having the greatest possible impact, as well as investigate technological innovations such as improved algorithms and hardware towards enabling their successful implementation as soon as possible.

Promising areas not discussed in this preliminary assessment include quantum machine learning and quantum approaches for solving differential equations, among others. We are optimistic that increased dialogue between the quantum and climate science communities will help to further identify useful quantum approaches for climate, as well as critical bottlenecks where quantum technologies could be the most effective.

The scope and alarming pace of climate change only serves to underscore the importance and urgency of drawing the promise of advanced technologies closer to climate impact today. Indeed, the ongoing development of quantum technologies is contemporaneous with the adverse effects of a changing climate; we are hopeful the former wins the race.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We acknowledge the guidance and contribution of Q4Climate’s advisory board members: Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Alexandre Blais, Ron Dembo, Nicolas Farina, Michele Mosca, Kristin Persson, Brian Chol Soo Standen and Krysta Svore. We thank the members of the ClimateChangeAI initiative David Rolnick and Priya L. Donti. We also thank Monika Barcikowska, Alexandru Petrescu, Jean-Pierre Blanchet and Christian Sarra-Bournet for fruitful discussions.

[1] John Preskill. Quantum Computing in the NISQ era and beyond. Quantum, 2:79, August 2018. Publisher: Verein zur Förderung des Open Access Publizierens in den Quantenwissenschaften.

[2] Yuri Alexeev, Dave Bacon, Kenneth R Brown, Robert Calderbank, Lincoln D Carr, Frederic T Chong, Brian DeMarco, Dirk Englund, Edward Farhi, Bill Fefferman, et al. Quantum computer systems for scientific discovery. PRX Quantum, 2(1):017001, 2021.

[3] Ottmar Edenhofer, Ramón Pichs-Madruga, Youba Sokona, Kristin Seyboth, Susanne Kadner, Timm Zwickel, Patrick Eickemeier, Gerrit Hansen, Steffen Schlömer, Christoph von Stechow, et al. Renewable energy sources and climate change mitigation: Special report of the intergovernmental panel on climate change. Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[4] Fischedick M., J. Roy, A. Abdel-Aziz, A. Acquaye, J. M. Allwood, J.-P. Ceron, Y. Geng, H. Kheshgi, A. Lanza, D. Perczyk, L. Price, E. Santalla, C. Sheinbaum, , and K. Tanaka. Climate Change 2014: Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, chapter 10. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, 2014.

[5] Monica G Turner, W John Calder, Graeme S Cumming, Terry P Hughes, Anke Jentsch, Shannon L LaDeau, Timothy M Lenton, Bryan N Shuman, Merritt R Turetsky, Zak Ratajczak, et al. Climate change, ecosystems and abrupt change: science priorities. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 375(1794):20190105, 2020.

[6] David Rolnick, Priya L Donti, Lynn H Kaack, Kelly Kochanski, Alexandre Lacoste, Kris Sankaran, Andrew Slavin Ross, Nikola Milojevic-Dupont, Natasha Jaques, Anna Waldman-Brown, et al. Tackling climate change with machine learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.05433, 2019.

[7] Annarita Giani. Quantum computing opportunities in renewable energy. Nature Computational Science, 1(2):90–91, 2021. [8] Yudong Cao, Jonathan Romero, Jonathan P Olson, Matthias Degroote, Peter D Johnson, Mária Kieferová, Ian D Kivlichan, Tim Menke, Borja Peropadre, Nicolas PD Sawaya, et al. Quantum chemistry in the age of quantum computing. Chemical reviews, 119(19):10856–10915, 2019.

[9] Bela Bauer, Sergey Bravyi, Mario Motta, and Garnet Kin-Lic Chan. Quantum algorithms for quantum chemistry and quantum materials science. Chemical Reviews, 0(0):null, 0.

[10] Sam McArdle, Suguru Endo, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Simon C. Benjamin, and Xiao Yuan. Quantum computational chemistry.

Rev. Mod. Phys., 92:015003, Mar 2020.

[11] Pabitra K. Nayak, Suhas Mahesh, Henry J. Snaith, and David Cahen. Photovoltaic solar cell technologies: analysing the state of the art. Nature Reviews Materials, 4(4):269–285, mar 2019.

[12] Lijin Thomas and M. Ramachandra. Advanced materials for wind turbine blade- a review. Materials Today: Proceedings, 5(1, Part 3):2635–2640, 2018. International Conference on Advanced Materials and Applications (ICAMA 2016), June 15-17, 2016, Bengaluru, Karanataka, INDIA.

[13] Wallace Matizamhuka. The impact of magnetic materials in renewable energy-related technologies in the 21st century industrial revolution: The case of south africa. Advances in Materials Science and Engineering, 2018:1–9, nov 2018.

[14] B. Dunn, H. Kamath, and J.-M. Tarascon. Electrical energy storage for the grid: A battery of choices. Science, 334(6058):928–935, nov 2011.

[15] Zhiyuan Fan Julio Friedmann and Ke Tang. Low-carbon heat solutions for heavy industry: Sources, options, and costs today. Technical report, Columbia Center on Global Energy Policy, New York NY, October 2019.

[16] Turgut M. Gür. Review of electrical energy storage technologies, materials and systems: challenges and prospects for large-scale grid storage. Energy Environ. Sci., 11:2696–2767, 2018.

[17] Severin Hänggi, Philipp Elbert, Thomas Bütler, Urs Cabalzar, Sinan Teske, Christian Bach, and Christopher Onder. A review of synthetic fuels for passenger vehicles. Energy Reports, 5:555–569, 2019.

[18] Pavel Tcvetkov, Alexey Cherepovitsyn, and Sergey Fedoseev. The changing role of CO2 in the transition to a circular economy: Review of carbon sequestration projects. Sustainability, 11(20), 2019.

[19] R. Ben-Mansour, M.A. Habib, O.E. Bamidele, M. Basha, N.A.A. Qasem, A. Peedikakkal, T. Laoui, and M. Ali. Carbon capture by physical adsorption: Materials, experimental investigations and numerical modeling and simulations – A review. Applied Energy, 161:225–255, 2016.

[20] John H. Seinfeld and Spyros N. Pandis. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics: From Air Pollution to Climate Change.

Wiley, 3 edition, 2016.

[21] MIT. The future of nuclear energy in a carbon-constrained world. Technical report, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2018.

[22] Mohd Fahmi Othman, Abdullah Adam, G. Najafi, and Rizalman Mamat. Green fuel as alternative fuel for diesel engine:

A review. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 80:694–709, 2017.

[23] Attila Szabo and Neil S. Ostlund. Modern Quantum Chemistry: Introduction to Advanced Electronic Structure Theory.

Dover, 1 edition, 1996.

[24] Thomas E. Markland and Michele Ceriotti. Nuclear quantum effects enter the mainstream. Nature Reviews Chemistry, 2(3), feb 2018.

[25] Sylvio Canuto. Solvation Effects on Molecules and Biomolecules. Springer, 1 edition, 2008. [26] V. E. Elfving, B. W. Broer, M. Webber, J. Gavartin, M. D. Halls, K. P. Lorton, and A. Bochevarov. How will quantum computers provide an industrially relevant computational advantage in quantum chemistry? arXiv, 2020.

[27] Hiroshi Tatewaki, Shigeyoshi Yamamoto, and Yasuyo Hatano. Relativistic effects in the electronic structure of atoms.

ACS Omega, 2(9):6072–6080, sep 2017.

[28] Efthimios Kaxiras. Atomic and Electronic Structure of Solids. Cambridge University Press, 1 edition, 2003. [29] Sam McArdle, Alexander Mayorov, Xiao Shan, Simon Benjamin, and Xiao Yuan. Digital quantum simulation of molecular vibrations. Chemical Science, 10(22):5725–5735, 2019.

[30] Nicolas P. D. Sawaya, Francesco Paesani, and Daniel P. Tabor. Near- and long-term quantum algorithmic approaches for vibrational spectroscopy, 2020.

[31] C. Siouani, S. Mahtout, and F. Rabilloud. Structure, stability, and electronic properties of niobium-germanium and tantalum-germanium clusters. Journal of Molecular Modeling, 25(5), apr 2019.

[32] Shuichiro Ebata. Studies on nuclear structure and nuclear dynamics using Cb-TDHFB. Frontiers in Physics, 8, apr 2020. [33] Oscar Higgott, Daochen Wang, and Stephen Brierley. Variational quantum computation of excited states. Quantum, 3:156, jul 2019.

[34] Tyson Jones, Suguru Endo, Sam McArdle, Xiao Yuan, and Simon C. Benjamin. Variational quantum algorithms for discovering Hamiltonian spectra. Phys. Rev. A, 99:062304, Jun 2019.

[35] Mario Motta, Chong Sun, Adrian T. K. Tan, Matthew J. O’Rourke, Erika Ye, Austin J. Minnich, Fernando G. S. L.

Brandão, and Garnet Kin-Lic Chan. Determining eigenstates and thermal states on a quantum computer using quantum imaginary time evolution. Nat. Phys., 16(2):205–210, nov 2019.

[36] Pauline J Ollitrault, Abhinav Kandala, Chun-Fu Chen, Panagiotis Kl Barkoutsos, Antonio Mezzacapo, Marco Pistoia, Sarah Sheldon, Stefan Woerner, Jay Gambetta, and Ivano Tavernelli. Quantum equation of motion for computing molecular excitation energies on a noisy quantum processor. arXiv, 2019.

[37] Anubhav Jain, Yongwoo Shin, and Kristin A. Persson. Computational predictions of energy materials using density functional theory. Nature Reviews Materials, 1(1), jan 2016.

[38] Steven Chu, Yi Cui, and Nian Liu. The path towards sustainable energy. Nature Materials, 16(1):16–22, dec 2016. [39] Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Anthony D Dutoi, Peter J Love, and Martin Head-Gordon. Simulated quantum computation of molecular energies. Science, 309(5741):1704–1707, 2005.

[40] Dave Wecker, Bela Bauer, Bryan K Clark, Matthew B Hastings, and Matthias Troyer. Gate-count estimates for performing quantum chemistry on small quantum computers. Physical Review A, 90(2):022305, 2014.

[41] Markus Reiher, Nathan Wiebe, Krysta M Svore, Dave Wecker, and Matthias Troyer. Elucidating reaction mechanisms on quantum computers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(29):7555–7560, 2017.

[42] Alberto Peruzzo, Jarrod McClean, Peter Shadbolt, Man-Hong Yung, Xiao-Qi Zhou, Peter J Love, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, and Jeremy L O’brien. A variational eigenvalue solver on a photonic quantum processor. Nature communications, 5(1):1–7,

2014.

[43] M. Cerezo, Andrew Arrasmith, Ryan Babbush, Simon C. Benjamin, Suguru Endo, Keisuke Fujii, Jarrod R. McClean, Kosuke Mitarai, Xiao Yuan, Lukasz Cincio, and Patrick J. Coles. Variational quantum algorithms, 2020.

[44] John Preskill. Quantum computing in the nisq era and beyond. Quantum, 2:79, 2018.

[45] Kishor Bharti, Alba Cervera-Lierta, Thi Ha Kyaw, Tobias Haug, Sumner Alperin-Lea, Abhinav Anand, Matthias Degroote, Hermanni Heimonen, Jakob S Kottmann, Tim Menke, et al. Noisy intermediate-scale quantum (nisq) algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.08448, 2021.

[46] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon, Joseph C Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak Biswas, Sergio Boixo, Fernando GSL Brandao, David A Buell, et al. Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor. Nature, 574(7779):505–510, 2019.

[47] Constantin Dalyac, Loïc Henriet, Emmanuel Jeandel, Wolfgang Lechner, Simon Perdrix, Marc Porcheron, and Margarita Veshchezerova. Qualifying quantum approaches for hard industrial optimization problems. A case study in the field of smart-charging of electric vehicles. arXiv:2012.14859 [quant-ph], December 2020. arXiv: 2012.14859.

[48] Tameem Albash and Daniel A. Lidar. Adiabatic quantum computation. Reviews of Modern Physics, 90(1):015002, January 2018. Publisher: American Physical Society.

[49] E. J. Crosson and D. A. Lidar. Prospects for Quantum Enhancement with Diabatic Quantum Annealing. arXiv:2008.09913 [cond-mat, physics:quant-ph], August 2020. arXiv: 2008.09913.

[50] Edward Farhi, Jeffrey Goldstone, and Sam Gutmann. A quantum approximate optimization algorithm. arXiv preprint arXiv:1411.4028, 2014.

[51] Stuart Hadfield, Zhihui Wang, Bryan O’Gorman, Eleanor G. Rieffel, Davide Venturelli, and Rupak Biswas. From the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm to a Quantum Alternating Operator Ansatz. Algorithms, 12(2):34, February 2019. arXiv: 1709.03489.

[52] Yuval R. Sanders, Dominic W. Berry, Pedro C.S. Costa, Louis W. Tessler, Nathan Wiebe, Craig Gidney, Hartmut Neven, and Ryan Babbush. Compilation of Fault-Tolerant Quantum Heuristics for Combinatorial Optimization. PRX Quantum, 1(2):020312, November 2020. Publisher: American Physical Society.

[53] Minsung Kim, Davide Venturelli, and Kyle Jamieson. Towards hybrid classical-quantum computation structures in wirelessly-networked systems. In Proceedings of the 19th ACM Workshop on Hot Topics in Networks, pages 110–116, 2020.

[54] Shuya Li, David W. Coit, and Frank Felder. Stochastic optimization for electric power generation expansion planning with discrete climate change scenarios. Electric Power Systems Research, 140:401–412, November 2016.

[55] Jirawat Tangpanitanon. Use cases of quantum computing in the energy industry, August 2019. [56] Y. A. Katsigiannis, P. S. Georgilakis, and E. S. Karapidakis. Hybrid Simulated Annealing–Tabu Search Method for Optimal Sizing of Autonomous Power Systems With Renewables. IEEE Transactions on Sustainable Energy, 3(3):330– 338, July 2012. Conference Name: IEEE Transactions on Sustainable Energy.

[57] Jaeho Choi, Seunghyeok Oh, and Joongheon Kim. Energy-efficient cluster head selection via quantum approximate optimization. Electronics, 9(10):1669, 2020.

[58] Rajai Aghabi Rivas, Jens Clausen, Kurt S. Hansen, and Leo E. Jensen. Solving the Turbine Positioning Problem for Large Offshore Wind Farms by Simulated Annealing. Wind Engineering, 33(3):287–297, May 2009. Publisher: SAGE Publications.

[59] Orhan Ekren and Banu Y. Ekren. Size optimization of a PV/wind hybrid energy conversion system with battery storage using simulated annealing. Applied Energy, 87(2):592–598, February 2010.

[60] Akshay Ajagekar and Fengqi You. Quantum computing for energy systems optimization: Challenges and opportunities.

Energy, 179:76–89, 2019.

[61] Andre Luckow, Johannes Klepsch, and Josef Pichlmeier. Quantum computing: Towards industry reference problems.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.07433, 2021.

[62] Houda Nouasse, Arnaud Doniec, Guillaume Lozenguez, Eric Duviella, Pascale Chiron, Bernard Archimède, and Karine Chuquet. Constraint satisfaction problem based on flow graph to study the resilience of inland navigation networks in a climate change context. In 8th IFAC Conference on Manufacturing Modelling, Management and Control (MIM’2016), pages 331–336, Troyes, France, June 2016.

[63] Florian Neukart, Gabriele Compostella, Christian Seidel, David Von Dollen, Sheir Yarkoni, and Bob Parney. Traffic flow optimization using a quantum annealer. Frontiers in ICT, 4:29, 2017.

[64] Matthias Imrecke, Fabian Klos, Wolfgang Mergenthaler, Michael Nowak, and Julian Wueschner. Maritime just-in-time navigation with quantum algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.07978, 2021.

[65] Mohammad Mortazavi-Naeini, George Kuczera, Anthony S. Kiem, Lijie Cui, Benjamin Henley, Brendan Berghout, and Emma Turner. Robust optimization to secure urban bulk water supply against extreme drought and uncertain climate change. Environmental Modelling & Software, 69:437–451, July 2015.

[66] Didier Haguma, Robert Leconte, Stéphane Krau, Pascal Côté, and François Brissette. Water Resources Optimization Method in the Context of Climate Change. Journal of Water Resources Planning and Management, 141(2):04014051, February 2015. Publisher: American Society of Civil Engineers.

[67] Ignacio Paya-Zaforteza, Víctor Yepes, Antonio Hospitaler, and Fernando González-Vidosa. CO2-optimization of reinforced concrete frames by simulated annealing. Engineering Structures, 31(7):1501–1508, July 2009.

[68] Srinivasan Arunachalam. Quantum speed-ups for boolean satisfiability and derivative-free optimization. Master’s thesis, University of Waterloo, 2014.

[69] A. Walter and C. D. Schönwiese. Nonlinear statistical attribution and detection of anthropogenic climate change using a simulated annealing algorithm. Theoretical and Applied Climatology, 76(1):1–12, November 2003.

[70] András Bárdossy. Generating precipitation time series using simulated annealing. Water Resources Research, 34(7):1737– 1744, 1998. _eprint: https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1029/98WR00981.

[71] Carmen G. Moles, Adam S. Lieber, Julio R. Banga, and Klaus Keller. Global optimization of climate control problems using evolutionary and stochastic algorithms. In Jose Manuel Benítez, Oscar Cordón, Frank Hoffmann, and Rajkumar Roy, editors, Advances in Soft Computing, pages 331–342, London, 2003. Springer.

[72] I. Chuine, P. Cour, and D. D. Rousseau. Fitting models predicting dates of flowering of temperatezone trees using simulated annealing. Plant, Cell & Environment, 21(5):455–466, 1998. _eprint: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1046/j.1365-3040.1998.00299.x.

[73] R. J. Matear. Parameter optimization and analysis of ecosystem models using simulated annealing: a case study at Station P. 1995.

[74] J. A. Filar, P. S. Gaertner, and M. A. Janssen. An Application of Optimization to the Problem of Climate Change.

In C. A. Floudas and P. M. Pardalos, editors, State of the Art in Global Optimization: Computational Methods and Applications, Nonconvex Optimization and Its Applications, pages 475–498. Springer US, Boston, MA, 1996.

[75] Hua Qin and Hua Wei. A quantum-inspired approximate dynamic programming algorithm for unit commitment problems considering wind power. In 2017 IEEE International Conference on Smart Grid and Smart Cities (ICSGSC), pages 94–98. IEEE, 2017.

[76] Freek van der Meer, Christoph Hecker, Frank van Ruitenbeek, Harald van der Werff, Charlotte de Wijkerslooth, and Carolina Wechsler. Geologic remote sensing for geothermal exploration: A review. International Journal of Applied Earth Observation and Geoinformation, 33:255–269, December 2014.

[77] Ram Avtar, Netrananda Sahu, Ashwani Kumar Aggarwal, Shamik Chakraborty, Ali Kharrazi, Ali P. Yunus, Jie Dou, and Tonni Agustiono Kurniawan. Exploring Renewable Energy Resources Using Remote Sensing and GIS—A Review. Resources, 8(3):149, September 2019. Number: 3 Publisher: Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute.

[78] J. Coble, P. Ramuhalli, R. Meyer, H. Hashemian, B. Shumaker, and D. Cummins. Calibration monitoring for sensor calibration interval extension: Identifying technical gaps. In 2012 Future of Instrumentation International Workshop (FIIW) Proceedings, pages 1–4, October 2012.

[79] P. Crolla, P. Niewczas, and J. R. McDonald. An alternative method for the monitoring of strain and temperature in a nuclear fusion reactor. In 2009 44th International Universities Power Engineering Conference (UPEC), pages 1–4, September 2009.

[80] Lifu Li and Junwei Hou. Capacity detection of electric vehicle lithium-ion batteries based on X-ray computed tomography.

RSC Advances, 8(45):25325–25333, 2018. Publisher: Royal Society of Chemistry.

[81] Seong Jin An, Jianlin Li, Claus Daniel, Debasish Mohanty, Shrikant Nagpure, and David L. Wood. The state of understanding of the lithium-ion-battery graphite solid electrolyte interphase (SEI) and its relationship to formation cycling. Carbon, 105:52–76, August 2016.

[82] Anna Ford. Quantum leap forward at Sussex for electric car batteries.

[83] A. Merlone, G. Lopardo, F. Sanna, S. Bell, R. Benyon, R. A. Bergerud, F. Bertiglia, J. Bojkovski, N. Böse, M. Brunet, A. Cappella, G. Coppa, D. del Campo, M. Dobre, J. Drnovsek, V. Ebert, R. Emardson, V. Fernicola, K. Flakiewicz, T. Gardiner, C. Garcia-Izquierdo, E. Georgin, A. Gilabert, A. Grykałowska, E. Grudniewicz, M. Heinonen, M. Holmsten, D. Hudoklin, J. Johansson, H. Kajastie, H. Kaykısızlı, P. Klason, L. Kňazovická, A. Lakka, A. Kowal, H. Müller, C. Musacchio, J. Nwaboh, P. Pavlasek, A. Piccato, L. Pitre, M. de Podesta, M. K. Rasmussen, H. Sairanen, D. Smorgon, F. Sparasci, R. Strnad, A. Szmyrka Grzebyk, and R. Underwood. The MeteoMet project – metrology for meteorology: challenges and results. Meteorological Applications, 22(S1):820–829, 2015. _eprint: https://rmets.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/met.1528.

[84] H. Sairanen, M. Heinonen, and R. Högström. Validation of a calibration set-up for radiosondes to fulfil GRUAN requirements. Measurement Science and Technology, 26(10):105901, August 2015. Publisher: IOP Publishing.

[85] Joshua Verkerke, David Williams, and Eben Thoma. Remote sensing of CO2 leakage from geologic sequestration projects.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Papers, January 2014.

[86] The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Peatlands mapping and monitoring: Recommendations and technical overview. Food & Agriculture Org., March 2020. Google-Books-ID: qMraDwAAQBAJ.

[87] Jianjun Li, Gehui Wang, Can Wu, Cong Cao, Yanqin Ren, Jiayuan Wang, Jin Li, Junji Cao, Limin Zeng, and Tong Zhu.

Characterization of isoprene-derived secondary organic aerosols at a rural site in North China Plain with implications for anthropogenic pollution effects. Scientific Reports, 8(1):535, January 2018. Number: 1 Publisher: Nature Publishing Group.

[88] Stefan Kern, Burcu Ozsoy-Çiçek, and Anthony P. Worby. Antarctic Sea-Ice Thickness Retrieval from ICESat: Inter- Comparison of Different Approaches. Remote Sensing, 8(7):538, July 2016. Number: 7 Publisher: Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute.

[89] Byron D. Tapley, Michael M. Watkins, Frank Flechtner, Christoph Reigber, Srinivas Bettadpur, Matthew Rodell, Ingo Sasgen, James S. Famiglietti, Felix W. Landerer, Don P. Chambers, John T. Reager, Alex S. Gardner, Himanshu Save, Erik R. Ivins, Sean C. Swenson, Carmen Boening, Christoph Dahle, David N. Wiese, Henryk Dobslaw, Mark E. Tamisiea, and Isabella Velicogna. Contributions of GRACE to understanding climate change. Nature Climate Change, 9(5):358–369, May 2019. Number: 5 Publisher: Nature Publishing Group.

[90] W. H. Maes and K. Steppe. Estimating evapotranspiration and drought stress with ground-based thermal remote sensing in agriculture: a review. Journal of Experimental Botany, 63(13):4671–4712, August 2012.

[91] Yuliaxis Ramayo-Caldas, Laura Zingaretti, Milka Popova, Jordi Estellé, Aurelien Bernard, Nicolas Pons, Pau Bellot, Núria Mach, Andrea Rau, Hugo Roume, Miguel Perez-Enciso, Philippe Faverdin, Nadège Edouard, Dusko Ehrlich, Diego P. Morgavi, and Gilles Renand. Identification of rumen microbial biomarkers linked to methane emission in Holstein dairy cows. Journal of Animal Breeding and Genetics, 137(1):49–59, 2020. _eprint: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/jbg.12427.

[92] Suresh Neethirajan. Recent advances in wearable sensors for animal health management. Sensing and Bio-Sensing Research, 12:15–29, February 2017.

[93] Swapan Chattopadhyay, Roger Falcone, and Ronald Walsworth. Quantum Sensors at the Intersections of Fundamental Science, Quantum Information Science & Computing. Technical report, USDOE Office of Science, Washington, DC (United States), February 2016.

[94] D. Carbone, L. Antoni-Micollier, G. Hammond, E. de Zeeuw van Dalfsen, E. Rivalta, C. Bonadonna, A. Messina, J. Lautier-Gaud, K. Toland, M. Koymans, K. Anastasiou, S. Bramsiepe, F. Cannavò, D. Contrafatto, C. Frischknecht, F. Greco, G. Marocco, R. Middlemiss, V. Ménoret, A. Noack, L. Passarelli, D. Paul, A. Prasad, G. Siligato, and P. Vermeulen. The NEWTON-g Gravity Imager: Toward New Paradigms for Terrain Gravimetry. Frontiers in Earth Science, 8, 2020. Publisher: Frontiers.

[95] https://www.dwavesys.com/sites/default/files/D-Wave%202000Q%20Tech%20Collateral_0117F_0.pdf. [96] Summit (supercomputer), January 2021. Page Version ID: 1002614912.

[97] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon, Joseph C. Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak Biswas, Sergio Boixo, Fernando G. S. L. Brandao, David A. Buell, Brian Burkett, Yu Chen, Zijun Chen, Ben Chiaro, Roberto Collins, William Courtney, Andrew Dunsworth, Edward Farhi, Brooks Foxen, Austin Fowler, Craig Gidney, Marissa Giustina, Rob Graff, Keith Guerin, Steve Habegger, Matthew P. Harrigan, Michael J. Hartmann, Alan Ho, Markus Hoffmann, Trent Huang, Travis S. Humble, Sergei V. Isakov, Evan Jeffrey, Zhang Jiang, Dvir Kafri, Kostyantyn Kechedzhi, Julian Kelly, Paul V. Klimov, Sergey Knysh, Alexander Korotkov, Fedor Kostritsa, David Landhuis, Mike Lindmark, Erik Lucero, Dmitry Lyakh, Salvatore Mandrà, Jarrod R. McClean, Matthew McEwen, Anthony Megrant, Xiao Mi, Kristel Michielsen, Masoud Mohseni, Josh Mutus, Ofer Naaman, Matthew Neeley, Charles Neill, Murphy Yuezhen Niu, Eric Ostby, Andre Petukhov, John C. Platt, Chris Quintana, Eleanor G. Rieffel, Pedram Roushan, Nicholas C. Rubin, Daniel Sank, Kevin J. Satzinger, Vadim Smelyanskiy, Kevin J. Sung, Matthew D. Trevithick, Amit Vainsencher, Benjamin Villalonga, Theodore White, Z. Jamie Yao, Ping Yeh, Adam Zalcman, Hartmut Neven, and John M. Martinis. Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor. Nature, 574(7779):505–510, October 2019. Number: 7779 Publisher: Nature Publishing Group.

[98] Edwin Pednault, John Gunnels, Dmitri Maslov, and Jay Gambetta. On “Quantum Supremacy”, October 2019. [99] A dilution refrigeration’s most power hungry component is the compressor, which typically consumes less than 15 kW.

Adding control devices for the cryostat itself, its power consumption can go up to ∼ 20 kW (or more if a magnet is in use). Finally, taking into account the electronic devices to control the chip inside the cryostat, the total power consumption is normally less than 25 kW. This is in line with the D-Wave’s 2000Q’s power consumption (see ref. [90]).

[100] Bjoern Lekitsch, Sebastian Weidt, Austin G. Fowler, Klaus Mølmer, Simon J. Devitt, Christof Wunderlich, and Winfried K. Hensinger. Blueprint for a microwave trapped ion quantum computer. Science Advances, 3(2):e1601540, February 2017. Publisher: American Association for the Advancement of Science Section: Research Article.