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I. SYSTEM SETUP

All experiments are performed at ~ 10mK in a dilution refrigerator with the line config-
urations illustrated in Fig. 1. The qubits and high speed flux line are driven with shaped
microwave pulses sequenced by an arbitrary waveform generator (TEK5014C). To generate
the drive for the high speed flux line (the tunable bus drive), the signals from the generators
used for the single qubit gates are mixed down to ensure phase stability and appropriate
timing across experiments. The qubit state is measured in the standard way by heterodyne
detection of a microwave signal reflected off CPW readout resonators coupled to each qubit.

These readout resonators are at 6.8696 GHz and 6.7838 GHz respectively.

II. HAMILTONIAN DERIVATION AND NUMERICS

To derive Eq. (6) from Eq. (3) in the main text, we expand the flux tunable dressed

frequencies and exchange coupling,
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there is a second-order DC shift and two oscillating terms. A similar expansion holds for
the exchange term J. Numerical plots of the derivatives for @ and J that appear in these
expansions are shown in Fig. 2. If the drive frequency wg is equal to the qubit detuning
(including the DC drive-induced shifts), i.e.,
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then in the frame rotating at wg, excluding oscillating terms which time-average to zero,
the Hamiltonian is a perfect iSWAP (Eq. (7) of the main text). Because the measurement
frame rotates at the § = 0 dressed frequencies, @;(0) and @y(0©), the qubits pick up an
additional phase during the iSWAP with respect to the measurement frame. This phase is
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compensated after by applying single qubit Z gates.

To further understand the behavior of the gate as a function of the system parameters, we
perform a numerical analysis of the whole system, consisting of three charge-coupled anhar-
monic transmon devices in a line where the middle transmon is flux-tunable (tunable bus).
The Hamiltonian for this system of transmons, modeled as Duffing oscillators (truncated to

three levels in the calculation), is given by
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Note that Eq. (6) is the transmon generalization of Eq. (1) in the main text. Here we define
creation (annihilation) operators for the ith fixed frequency qubit a! (a;), with 0 — 1 level
transition energies w; and anharmonicities o; = —FE¢, related to the charging energy of the
1th qubit. Similar definitions are given for the tunable bus, with operators aTTB (arp), and
time-dependent frequency wrp(®(t)). The bus frequency as a function of flux is given by
Eq. (2) of the main text and we assume a flux time-dependence of ®(t) = O + d¢(t) cos(wat).
The pulse shape €(¢) (range [0, 1]) is a square pulse with Gaussian edges with ramp-up/down
time of ~ 25 ns (same as the experiment).

For the calculation we work in the measurement basis obtained by numerically diagonalizing
the time-independent Hamiltonian, Hy o, given by Eq. (6) when wrp(®(t)) = wrp(©). The
unitary transformation to the measurement basis from Hy is given by Un. In a rotating
frame at the dressed qubit frequencies the dynamics of the time-dependent flux pulse are

described by the interaction Hamiltonian,

Hi(t) = Ur [wrp(2(t) — wrp(0)] akparsU], (7)

Ur = eii(U}L\”OHN’OUN’O)tUN 0- (8)

The flux pulse parameters used for the simulation are calibrated numerically by evolving
the state |01) by H; for a fixed gate time to state |¥) and optimizing the overlap [(¥[10)|?
(1 for a perfect iSWAP), as a function of the drive amplitude § and drive frequency wg. An
example of the numerical calibration is plotted in (a) of Fig. 3 for a gate time of 190 ns,

where the optimal operational point is found at § = 0.164, we — AD(O) = 27 x —3.7 MHz.
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The additional phases on the qubits in the measurement frame (as discussed in the previous
paragraph) are also numerically calibrated.
Using this procedure, we calibrate the gate for different gate times and then include deco-

herence effects by solving a master equation for the density matrix of the system

p=—iltrpl+ ) |T2{Dlo;lp+ —-Dloflp| . (9)

, 2

i=1
where we have defined the decay and dephasing rates I'_; = 1/T¢, TY¢ = 1/T)¢ through
the values measured at the DC flux bias points on the ith qubit (see Fig. 4). The super-

operator D[O]p is defined in the standard way, D[O]p = (20p0" — OTOp — pOt0)/2. The
z

effective damping and Z operators o; , o7 are defined in the measurement basis for the first

two levels of the transmon qubits. For each gate time we compute the average gate fidelity

F= /d|\1/> Tr[pw) Uiswar pjw)] (10)

where ppy) is the resulting density matrix after evolving Eq. (9) with input state |¥) and
Uiswap is the ideal iSWAP gate. The results for the gate error 1 — F' are shown in (b) of
Fig. 3. We observe an optimal gate time range around ~ 150 ns: for shorter gate times
the fidelity is limited by leakage to the coupler and higher transmon levels, while for longer
times decoherence imposes a lower bound on gate error. Experimentally measured gate
errors, plotted on top of the simulation results are consistent with this optimal gate time.
There may be additional sources of error in the actual experiment such as 1/f flux noise and
coupler losses, which are not considered in this calculation.

To estimate leakage , we evolve according to H; starting in the four basis states |00) , |01) , |10)
and compute the population in higher excited states after the gate. At short gate times,
leakage is a considerable issue, but it becomes negligible as the gate time increases past

~140 ns. The simulation results are shown in (c) of Fig. 3.

III. SINGLE QUBIT COHERENCE AND RB

As discussed in the main text and in § II of this supplement, the dressed qubits are
weakly flux-tunable as given by Eq. (1). Flux noise on the tunable bus can therefore cause

dephasing of the qubits. In Ref.!, the relationship between T; and flux noise for noise power
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of the form S(f) = A%/f, is given by the expression
|
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To measure flux noise in our experiment we plot 73 versus the slope of the flux tuning curve
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in (c) of Fig. 4. We fit the data to the function,
T = ! (13)
2 %+ m0vrs /09’

where vy accounts for decoherence from all other sources and -, is the prefactor of Eqn. 12.

From the fit we get that A = 2.2 x 107*®;. We also measure T} and Ty (echo) times for
each of the qubits as a function of the DC flux. In the range measured, these quantities are
not a function of flux so we infer that there is no strong Purcell effect from the coupler and
that the flux noise is predominantly low frequency.

To further characterize our single qubit gates we perform randomized benchmarking (RB)
of the fixed-frequency qubits with the tunable bus qubit bias at ¢ = —0.108¢, (the flux bias
for our two-qubit gate). This data is shown in (a) of Fig. 5. We perform standard RB, where
each RB experiment is run separately, and simultaneous RB, where the RB experiments and
qubit measurements are performed at the same time. Simultaneous RB characterizes the
level of crosstalk and spurious interaction between the qubits. As shown in (b) of Fig. 5 the
spurious ZZ interaction is small at this flux bias (66kHz). Combined with the large detuning
between our qubits this means that crosstalk is low and so the fidelity from simultaneous
and standard RB are the same; the fidelities are 0.99905(2) and 0.99947(1) for qubits 1 and

2 respectively.

IV. ADDITIONAL CHARACTERIZATION OF THE ISWAP GATE

In the main text, we described the implementation of our two-qubit iSWAP gate. Here
we detail some additional characterizations of that gate. In (b) of Fig. 3 we show data for
the gate fidelity from randomized benchmarking (RB) as a function of gate length. We
provide two measurements of the RB fidelity; one by measuring the ground state of qubit
1 (tracing over qubit 2) and the other by measuring the ground state of qubit 2. It should

be emphasized that these are from the same experiment, i.e. we perform a set of two-qubit
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Cliffords using the iSWAP gate as a primitive and then measure the average state of both
qubit 1 and qubit 2 simultaneously. RB theory predicts that these measurements should
give the same value for the fidelity since the random Clifford sequences mix errors equally
to both qubits. However, we see a slight discrepancy between these channels that increases
as we go to shorter gate times. The source of said discrepancy is an ongoing investigation.
Nevertheless, both measures of fidelity show the same trend; there is an optimal fidelity
at approximately 180 ns and fidelity decreases away from that point for both shorter and
longer gates. This is consistent with our numerical calculation in § II which is also shown
on the plot.
Another possible error as we drive harder is leakage out of the computational subspace.
There are primarily two paths for leakage with this type of gate. The first path is a direct
sideband drive from Q1 or 2 to the tunable bus. This is a first-order process but is strongly
off-resonance by ensuring that |A; rp| > |Az|. The second path is from [11) — |20), |20)
since there is also an exchange coupling between these states. The detuning of this transition
compared to the wanted swap transition is,

12w /2 — Eciye — (w1 4 wa)| — w1 — wal, (14)

|W1/2 — W21 — EC,1/2| - |w1 - w2|. (15>

For large detuning compared to the anharmonicity this transition is off-resonant by the
anharmonicity, which is large compared to the swap rate. For example in our sample |w; —
wsa|/2m = 854 MHz and |w; — wy — Ec1|/2m = 530 MHz (E¢y /27 = 324 MHz) and |ws —
w1 — Eeo|/2m = 1089 MHz (Eco/2m = 235 MHz). To characterize leakage experimentally
we perform a variation of the RB process. First, we perform standard two-qubit RB and
measure the average state of both qubits. The value measured on qubit 1 (normalized so
that |0) is 1 and |1) is 0) is poo + po1 + &1 where & represents leakage. Next, we repeat the
same experiment with a m-pulse at the end so that the measured state is now pio + p11 + &1
where p is the density matrix just before the m-pulse and ¢ is unchanged by the pulse.
Adding both qubits and measurements together we get,

(poo + po1 +&1) + (poo + pro + &) + (p1o + p11 + &) + (por + pu1 + &2)
=2(tr(p) + & + &) (16)

The exact values of &1, & are unknown because they depend on the leakage states, however,

under the assumption they cause a deviation in the measurement signal we can look at this



measure as a function of the RB sequence length to observe leakage trends. In (a) of Fig. 6
we illustrate this leakage measurement. Typical data asymptotes away from one and we
can define such an asymptote to represent a leakage metric. Plotting the leakage metric
versus gate length we see that there is no strong evidence of leakage that is increasing as we
decrease the gate length. Our numerical calculation of leakage in (c) of Fig. 3 predicts large
leakage at sufficiently short gates, but these are beyond our measured range.

Gate errors are not only the result of inchoherent noise. There are also coherent errors, e.g.,
due to phase and/or amplitude errors. To characterize these errors we perform purity RB
as shown in (b) of Fig. 6. Here we plot the trace of p*> which measures the coherence of the
density matrix (a pure state should be T'r(p?) = 1). Assuming pure depolarizing noise 1 —

the density matrix after n Cliffords is,

pln) = "o + (1 — ") (17)
P(n) = 02} + (1 =" 35+ 207(1 — a2, (18)

9 _ om (1-— a”)2 2a"(1 — a™)
Trace(p*(n)) = o™ + 7 + g , (19)
— (1 — %) o + %l (20)
(21)

Therefore we fit we fit the curve to a form Trace(p?) = Aa®" + B where n is the number of
Cliffords. We can compare the pure dephasing error from this fit (per two-qubit primitive),
€ = 3/4(1 — a?/3), to that of standard RB. This procedure gives a “purity error” of 2.2%,
comparable to our gate error, demonstrating that our gate is dominated by incoherent errors.
We also performed full quantum process tomography (QPT) on the gate as shown in Fig. 7.
The fidelity from QPT is 0.949 from maximum likelihood estimation and 0.96 from the raw
linear inversion. While QPT gives a full description of the gate it is susceptible to state

preparation and measurement (SPAM ) errors.
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FIG. 1. Schematic of the system setup for the experiment described in the main text.
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FIG. 3. (a) Numerical optimization of |(¥|10)|? where |¥) is the calculated state after the gate
starting in |01) versus the swap drive frequency (detuned from the dressed qubit detuning for 6 = 0)
and drive strength for a gate length of 190 ns. (b) Gate error vs gate time calculated numerically
(circle) versus experiment (triangles). (c) Calculated leakage out of the computational subspace

versus gate length. Most of the leakage is into the tunable bus.

11



102 (a ) IE ( b)
g
BIII IIFI? Ikﬂqzi!ﬂ’%}k’! k[
3 | i 3 !}{ ]‘hh III{;{-{}I I’Lp}w}ﬂﬁ};ﬁi{%
; '.'!ﬁfzmﬁm%& ﬂ'!.! = I I IE
i (R
fis Tl A,
10-10.3 -OI.2 -OI.1 0.1 10-10.3 -0.2 -OI.1 (I) 0.1
Flux(®,) Fqu((DO)
Fqu((Do)
7x10™ 7t 0® 6xt 02 0.195 0.255

-1
10
10

107

102 107! 10°
FAVERO] (GHz/(po)

FIG. 4. Single qubit coherence measurements. (a) 77 and (b) T, (echo) for both qubits as a

function of the DC flux applied to the tunable bus qubit. (c¢) Qubit 1 T as a function of the slope

of the tunable bus tuning curve at specific DC flux points. The arrow indicates the point where

we perform our two-qubit gate.
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FIG. 5. (a) Standard and simultaneous RB for qubits 1 and 2 taken at the flux bias used for our

two-qubit gate described in the main text. (b) ZZ Measurement as a function of DC flux bias. The

arrow indicates the flux bias for our gate. For moderate detuning between qubit 1 and the tunable

bus qubit (qubit 2 is always more detuned) the ZZ is low and comparable to the calculated rate

of 25kHz at ¢ = 0. The ZZ rate increases for larger flux bias as qubit 1 and the tunable bus move

into resonance.
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FIG. 6. (a) Typical leakage RB data as a function of the RB sequence length. This data is for
the gate length used for the gate presented in the main text. (Inset) is the leakage metric (the
asymptote of the RB data) versus gate length. (b) Purity RB for the gate length used in the main

text.
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FIG. 7. Quantum process tomography (QPT) of the iSWAP gate in the Pauli transfer matrix
representation. The wireframe bars represent the ideal values of the coefficients (ideally there are

only +1 and 0 valued elements).
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