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Abstract
This study explores hardware implementation of Robust Amplitude Estimation (RAE) on IBM

quantum devices, demonstrating its application in quantum chemistry for one- and two-qubit

Hamiltonian systems. Known for potentially offering quadratic speedups over traditional meth-

ods in estimating expectation values, RAE is evaluated under realistic noisy conditions. Our

experiments provide detailed insights into the practical challenges associated with RAE. We

achieved a significant reduction in sampling requirements compared to direct measurement tech-

niques. In estimating the ground state energy of the hydrogen molecule, the RAE implementa-

tion demonstrated two orders of magnitude better accuracy for the two-qubit experiments and

achieved chemical accuracy. These findings reveal its potential to enhance computational effi-

ciencies in quantum chemistry applications despite the inherent limitations posed by hardware

noise. We also found that its performance can be adversely impacted by coherent error and device

stability and does not always correlate with the average gate error. These results underscore the

importance of adapting quantum computational methods to hardware specifics to realize their

full potential in practical scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Continuous progress in quantum hardware brings us closer to demonstrating the util-

ity of quantum computing for industrial applications. Quantum computing holds the

promise of revolutionizing fields such as chemistry, materials science, and optimization

by solving problems intractable for classical computers [1]. Since modern devices are

limited in the qubit count, coherence times, and gate fidelities, the near-term quantum

algorithms must be applied in tandem with error mitigation techniques or incorporate

noise models in their design.

A prominent example of such algorithms is Robust Amplitude Estimation (RAE) [2, 3],

an enhanced sampling technique that uses short-depth quantum amplitude amplifica-

tion [4, 5] to accelerate observable estimation. It was initially developed to address

the "measurement bottleneck" [6] plaguing variational algorithms, particularly the vari-

ational quantum eigensolver (VQE) [7]. To that end, RAE can reduce the scaling of the
∗ aakunitsa@gmail.com
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number of state preparations needed to evaluate the VQE cost function with precision ϵ

from O( 1
ϵ2 ) to O( 1

ϵα ), where α ∈ [1, 2].

While RAE alone is likely not enough to make VQE practical [8], there are many cases

where the estimation of expectation values is an essential component of a quantum algo-

rithm that can benefit from RAE. Examples include estimating magnetization in quantum

materials [9], simulation applications, the determination of properties over time-evolved

solutions of differential equations [10, 11], or estimating Betti numbers in topological data

analysis [12, 13]. This motivated further research into RAE-related algorithms, such as

Quantum Amplitude Estimation (QAE) [4] and their applications outside the chemistry

domain [14, 15].

The key feature of RAE is the ability to trade circuit depth to reduce the runtime.

This flexibility comes at the cost of making the algorithm dependent on the device pa-

rameters, in particular, the gate fidelity [16]. Further, it assumes the depolarizing noise

model accurately captures the underlying decoherence mechanisms. If this assumption is

not satisfied in experiments on quantum hardware, special techniques, such as random-

ized compiling, need to be applied to ensure the validity of the RAE inference protocol.

As shown by Dalal et al. [17], this is especially true in the presence of a coherent error

severely limiting the scalability of RAE on near-term and possibly early fault-tolerant

quantum devices. Therefore, it is critically important to assess the algorithm fitness for a

particular application in a realistic setting.

Research has shown that early variants of QAE, such as Maximum Likelihood Quan-

tum Amplitude Estimation (MLQAE) [4] and Iterative QAE (IQAE) [18], can offer prac-

tical advantages in NISQ environments by optimizing the balance between circuit depth

and estimation accuracy [19]. These approaches help mitigate the errors introduced by

quantum noise, allowing for more accurate results with fewer quantum resources. Fur-

thermore, implementations of low-depth QAE algorithms on state-of-the-art quantum

devices, such as trapped-ion quantum computers, have demonstrated significant im-

provements in accuracy when advanced techniques like the Chinese Remainder Theorem

(CRT) and Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) are employed [15]. These studies em-

phasize the need to tailor quantum algorithms to the specific noise characteristics and

capabilities of the hardware to achieve optimal performance. In more recent research for

reducing the quantum resources for observable estimation, Amplified Amplitude Esti-
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mation (AAE) has emerged utilizing prior knowledge about the system to transform the

problem into one where a small deviation from a known value can be efficiently esti-

mated [20].

As most prior work on RAE and related techniques focused on optimizing circuit

depth and mitigating noise in NISQ environments, the effects of these optimizations on

the statistical properties of the estimation process have not been studied in detail, and the

impact of specific quantum device characteristics such as noise profiles has been often

overlooked. This may limit the practical applicability of these algorithms in real-world

quantum computing tasks, where hardware imperfections are significant. In particular, it

remains unclear how the convergence properties of RAE are affected by device parameter

instability [21] and to what extent it can mitigate device noise when applied to estimating

the expectation values of multi-term qubit operators, such as chemical Hamiltonians.

In this paper, we present an end-to-end implementation of RAE on a premium IBM de-

vice, ibmq_montreal, for estimating the ground state energy of one- and two-qubit Hamil-

tonians representing a model chemical system, H2. In contrast to the previous experimen-

tal demonstrations of RAE [16, 17], we focus on exploring the advantages and limitations

of the algorithm from the classical Fisher information perspective drawing upon rele-

vant methodological developments in QAE [5, 22]. We start by defining the estimation

problem, reviewing the theory of RAE, and presenting the details of our hardware ex-

periments and inference protocols in Sec. II. In Sec. III, we provide a context for choosing

ibmq_montreal to demonstrate RAE and report the results of the one- and two-qubit RAE

experiments followed by the analysis of factors impacting RAE performance. Finally, in

Sec. IV, we summarize our findings and discuss future research directions.

II. TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

RAE is a technique that leverages low-depth quantum amplitude estimation to max-

imize information gain per measurement sample [2]. This is achieved by augmenting a

state preparation circuit with a series of layers called Grover iterates. These layers en-

hance the sensitivity of measurement outcomes to the unknown expectation value com-

pared to the standard sampling procedure of VQE. In a noiseless setting, this changes the

scaling of estimation runtime with precision ϵ from O(1/ϵ2) (standard quantum limit) to
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O(1/ϵ) (Heisenberg limit), but in practice, the performance of the algorithm is curbed by

noise and critically depends on how closely the noise profile of a realistic device resem-

bles the exponential decay model.

A. H2 Molecular Hamiltonians

In this study, we focus on the problem of estimating the ground state energy of the H2

molecule, considering it in the STO-3G minimal basis. The ground state wave function of

H2 in this basis is a linear combination of two Slater determinants with doubly occupied

σg and σ∗
u orbitals due to spin and symmetry constraints. To represent it on a quantum

computer, one can either directly map it on a two-level problem encoded with one qubit

or derive its two-qubit counterpart starting with a standard Jordan-Wigner mapping and

performing qubit tapering [23].

In the first case, the Hamiltonian takes the form:

H = a(1) + b(1)X0 + c(1)Z0, (1)

where the parameters a(1), b(1), and c(1) were set to −0.329, 0.181, −0.788, respectively.

To estimate the ground state energy of the above Hamiltonian, we employ a single Y-

rotation ansatz, optimized on a noiseless simulator:

|Ψ(θ)⟩ = e−i θ
2 Y0 |0⟩, (2)

with θ = −6.5095. The expectation values of Pauli operators in Eq. 1 are ⟨X0⟩ = sin(θ) =

−0.2243 and ⟨Z0⟩ = cos(θ) = 0.9745.

In the second case, we express the Hamiltonian as follows:

H = a(2) + b(2)Z0 + c(2)Z1 + d(2)Z0Z1 + e(2)X0X1 + f (2)Y0Y1, (3)

with parameters a(2) = 0.2388, b(2) = 0.3466, c(2) = −0.4439, d(2) = 0.5736, e(2) =

0.09075, and f (2) = 0.09075. Following Ref. [23] and utilizing the Unitary Coupled-

Cluster (UCC) ansatz [23, 24], we arrive at the following form of the ground state wave

function 1:

|Ψ(θ)⟩ = e−i θ
2 X1Y0 |01⟩, (4)

1 It is assumed that the qubits are numbered from right to left, i.e. |in, in−1, ..., i0⟩.
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where θ is set to its optimal value −6.0575. The expectation values of the Pauli strings

in our two-qubit Hamiltonian (Eq. 3) can be evaluated analytically as functions of θ,

resulting in ⟨Z0⟩ = − cos(θ) = −0.9746, ⟨Z1⟩ = cos(θ) = 0.9746, ⟨Z0Z1⟩ = 1, and

⟨X0X1⟩ = ⟨Y0Y1⟩ = − sin(θ) = −0.2238.

B. RAE Ground State Energy Estimation

To estimate the ground state energy with RAE, one needs to evaluate the expectation

values of individual unitary fragments of the corresponding Hamiltonian with respect

to the ground state prepared by an ansatz circuit. Throughout this work, we used the

most straightforward decomposition technique, in which unitary fragments are the Pauli

strings. Each string requires a separate set of RAE circuits, even within the groups of

commeasurable operators [25–28].

A RAE circuit consists of an ansatz block A followed by a series of L Grover lay-

ers. The Grover layers are composed of a Pauli string P, whose expectation value needs

measurement, and a reflection with respect to the state prepared by the circuit A, RA =

2|A⟩⟨A| − I. The reflection operator is often represented using A and the "phase oracle"

R0 = 2|0⟩⟨0| − I, RA = AR0A†, where R0 acts as the identity operator on the state |0⟩
and multiplies any orthogonal state by −1 2. The Grover layer sequence concludes with

context selection gates chosen to rotate the final state to the eigenbasis of the Pauli string

P. Examples of RAE circuits with one Grover layer are presented in Fig. 1.

More advanced methods, such as anti-commuting grouping [29], can boost RAE effi-

ciency by reducing the number of expectation values to be evaluated. The corresponding

RAE circuits will have the same structure as described above, with the Pauli operator P

replaced by a more complicated unitary. The benefit of grouping can, therefore, be com-

promised by increased circuit depth. Exploring such trade-offs is beyond the scope of

this work.

2 Phase oracle can be implemented as a multi-controlled Z operation sandwiched between two layers of

X gates. Depending on the device connectivity, it can be further compiled into a set of two-qubit gates,

the number of which scales at least quadratically with the number of qubits [8].
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FIG. 1. Annotated RAE circuits with one Grover layer for estimating Z0 operator for (A) one- and

(B) two-qubit problems. Circuit elements (marked with A, P, and R0) are defined in the main text.

C. Observable Estimation with Noise

Accurate estimation of observables from noisy quantum measurements is a funda-

mental task in quantum algorithms. Typically, in hardware implementations of VQE,

measurements are performed on the qubit register in the standard basis (i.e., the basis

of Pauli Z operators) to obtain the expectation values of individual Pauli strings Πi or

groups of co-measurable Pauli terms comprising an observable of interest O = ∑i ciΠi

with respect to an ansatz state. In the simplest case, where a single Pauli string is consid-

ered, the measurement outcomes are modeled as Bernoulli random variables assuming

values ±1 with probabilities p(±1|Π) = 1
2(1 ± Π), where Π represents the unknown ex-

pectation value. After accumulating N samples, various approaches can be employed to

estimate Π.

In what we will refer to as the standard sampling, the measurement outcomes are av-

eraged to obtain an estimate of the unknown expectation Π̂ = N+−N−
N , where N± is the

number of ±1 among N measurement samples.

An alternative is to adopt a Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) framework [30],

wherein the unknown parameter is estimated by maximizing the total likelihood L of

the sample set defined as a product of the probabilities for individual samples:

L(d; Π) =
N

∏
i=1

p(di|Π), (5)

where d = (d1, d2, ..., dN) and di = ±1. In practice, however, it is more convenient to
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maximize the log-likelihood defined as l(d; Π) = logL(d; Π), yielding an estimate for

Π, Π̂ = argmaxΠ l(d; Π).3 Substituting the expression for p(±1|Π) in Eq. 5 and finding

the maximum of l(d; Π), it is straightforward to show that in this case, MLE is equivalent

to the standard sampling. More generally, it can be applied to complicated estimation

problems with multiple unknown parameters, and non-linear likelihood functions en-

countered in RAE, in which case Π is replaced with a vector Π, and maximization needs

to be carried out in a multi-dimensional space. Provided the estimate Π̂ is unbiased, the

covariance matrix of the estimation error cov(Π̂) = E
[
(Π̂ − Π)(Π̂ − Π)T] 4 satisfies the

Cramér-Rao (CR) bound

cov(Π̂) ≥ I−1(Π), (6)

where I(Π) is the Fisher information matrix with the matrix elements

[I(Π)]i,j = E

[(
∂

∂Πi
lnL(d; Π)

)(
∂

∂Πj
lnL(d; Π)

)]
.

If the CR bound is tight, the mean squared estimation error E
[
(Π̂ − Π)2] is inversely

proportional to Fisher information. Therefore, by maximizing information gain per sam-

ple, one can improve the efficiency of the estimation technique. In the context of RAE,

this is achieved by modifying the likelihood function in a way that makes it more sensi-

tive to the parameter of interest at the expense of increasing circuit depth. Under realistic

experiment conditions, quantum circuits are subject to decoherence, limiting the max-

imum number of Grover iterates and the sampling boost offered by RAE. To describe

noise effects on the estimation, we followed the standard approach adopted by Wang et

al. [2] and assumed the global depolarizing noise under which an arbitrary n-qubit state

ρ transforms into

Ed(ρ) = pρ +
(1 − p)

2n I, (7)

where p ∈ [0, 1] is the fidelity. If the action of the noise channel Ed is interleaved with

applying Grover iterates U = RAP (i.e. p is the Grover layer fidelity), an L-layer RAE

circuit prepares a state

ρL = pLUL|A⟩⟨A|(U†)L +
(1 − pL)

2n I. (8)

3 argmaxy f (x; y) denotes the maximum value of f with respect to y for fixed x.
4 E(A) denotes the element-wise expectation value matrix of the matrix A, i.e. E(A)ij = E(Aij).
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The first term in the above equation contains information about the observable of interest.

Its amplitude decreases exponentially with L, following pL. Although depolarizing noise

may not accurately describe realistic quantum devices [17], it allows one to derive an

analytic expression for the distribution of measurement outcomes, referred to as bitstring

parities, from an L layer RAE circuit [2]:

PL(d|Π, λ) =
1
2

(
1 + (−1)dTr[ρLP]

)
(9)

=
1
2

(
1 + (−1)de−λ(L+1/2)T2L+1(Π)

)
, (10)

In Eq. 10, Π is the expectation value of P with respect to the ansatz state, Π = ⟨A|P|A⟩, d

is the bitstring parity (d ∈ {0, 1}), and T2L+1(Π) = cos{(2L+ 1) acos Π} is the Chebyshev

polynomial of the first kind. The effective noise parameter λ, is related to the Grover layer

fidelity p, with λ = − ln(p). The exponent of the λ-dependent damping factor implies

that the quantum state experiences twice as much decoherence from a single application

of RA as it does from the ansatz circuit A.

The likelihood function of RAE is a significant improvement over the one considered

at the beginning of this section in several aspects. First, it explicitly incorporates noise

via a single nuisance parameter λ. Second, it introduces an additional degree of freedom

L to maximize Fisher information and reduce the MLE error. Non-linearity of PL(d|Π, λ)

gives rise to ambiguity in estimation since multiple values of Π can correspond to the

same likelihood value. To ensure the uniqueness of the Π estimate, we combined MLE

with a circuit fusion technique developed for low-depth QAE [4, 5] in which the total

likelihood is computed as a product of the likelihood functions corresponding to varying

Grover depth, L. The ordered set of L values, referred to as a "layer schedule", can be

treated as a hyperparameter of the algorithm along with the number of measurement

samples for each L [4, 5, 15, 31, 32]. The two commonly used layer schedules are "linearly

incremental sequence" (LIS)

Li = i, (11)

and "exponentially incremental sequence" (EIS)

Li = ⌊2i−1⌋, (12)

where i = 0, 1, 2, .... In a noiseless setting, if the number of samples is constant for differ-

ent Li, EIS results in the estimation runtime asymptotically approaching the Heisenberg
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limit, i.e., scaling as O(1/ϵ). By contrast, LIS corresponds to an intermediate regime be-

tween standard sampling and Heisenberg limit, O(1/ϵ4/3). For a general polynomial

schedule of degree d, i.e. Li = id, the runtime scales as O(1/ϵ(2d+2)/(2d+1)). As pointed

out by Brown et al. [31], EIS yields a rapid increase in circuit depth and, as a result, tends

to give a larger asymptotic error compared to LIS in the presence of noise. Away from

the asymptotic regime EIS, however, can be superior to LIS. For this reason, we checked

that LIS is equivalent to EIS in terms of the minimum estimation error for one of our

experiments (Appendix D) and used the former throughout this work.

For any layer schedule L under the assumption of Ns samples per circuit, the total

likelihood takes the form:

L(d; Π, λ) = ∏
L∈L

PL(0|Π, λ)eLPL(1|Π, λ)Ns−eL . (13)

Here, eL denotes the number of even bit-strings observed for circuits with L layers. Using

additivity of Fisher information with respect to the number of samples, one can derive

the elements of the I(Π, λ) matrix corresponding to the likelihood function L(d; Π, λ):

I(Π, λ)11 = ∑
L∈L

Ns (2L + 1)2 sin2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π))

(1 − Π2)
(
eλ(2L+1) − cos2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π))

) (14)

I(Π, λ)12 = ∑
L∈L

Ns (L + 1/2)2 sin (2 (2L + 1) acos (Π))√
1 − Π2

(
−eλ(2L+1) + cos2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π))

) (15)

I(Π, λ)22 = ∑
L∈L

Ns (L + 1/2)2 cos2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π))

eλ(2L+1) − cos2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π))
(16)

Note that I(Π, λ) is singular if L = {0} for any λ and Π since the unknown parameters

are not uniquely identifiable from MLE5. Adding extra measurements from the circuits

with L ̸= 0 removes the degeneracy, making I(Π, λ) invertible.

Assuming prior knowledge of λ and Π, one can use Eqs. 14-16 to compute the theo-

retical lower bound for the MSE(Π̂)RAE
6 according to the CR inequality. Similarly, it is

straightforward to evaluate the MSE for the direct sampling estimator, establishing a ref-

erence for the RAE performance. In the presence of depolarizing noise, the ansatz circuit

5 This also follows from Eq. 10. Indeed, for L = 0, it can be shown that applying MLE results in an

underdetermined system of equations.
6 In the following we use notation MSE(Π̂) for the mean squared error of Π̂, E

[
(Π̂ − Π)2], with the

subscript referring to the estimation method.
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prepares the state

ρ0 = e−λ/2|A⟩⟨A|+ 1 − e−λ/2

4
I. (17)

If one takes Ns measurements of the Pauli string P in state ρ0 and averages the outcomes

to estimate Π, the MSE of such estimator is

MSE(Π̂)d = (1 − e−λ/2)2Π2 +
1 − e−λΠ2

Ns
(18)

The CR bound combined with Eq. 18 yeilds a criterion to detect RAE sampling boost

from experimental data. Specifically, we consider RAE to be successful in accelerating

sampling on a real device whenever the empirical root mean squared error of the expec-

tation of P, RMSE(Π̂), is smaller than
√

MSE(Π̂)d for the same number of ansatz queries,

i.e., the inequality √
MSE(Π̂)RAE ≤ RMSE(Π̂) <

√
MSE(Π̂)d (19)

is satisfied with statistical accuracy. In practice, statistical error of the empirical RMSE(Π̂)

can either be estimated from a series of independent experiments or by performing boot-

strapping on a single set of experimental results.

When applying RAE to measuring the expectation of a multi-term operator O =

∑i ciΠi, it is important to consider an optimal shot allocation for measuring the expecta-

tions of Pauli terms it is comprised of. Although a solution to this problem is well known

for direct sampling, the equivalent assignment of the number of circuit repetitions per

Pauli N(i)
s is generally not available for RAE since RMSE(Π̂i) is not known analytically

as a function N(i)
s . Although it is possible to establish an approximate runtime model

for the single Pauli term estimation [8] and use it for measurement analysis, we chose

to apply the uniform shot allocation for both RAE and direct sampling when calculat-

ing ground state energy, i.e., N(i)
s = Ns. A more detailed analysis of the measurement

allocation is left for future work.

D. Details of the experiments and post-processing

To evaluate RAE performance, we conducted two series of hardware experiments. In

the first one, meant to probe the validity of the depolarizing noise model, we estimated
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the likelihood of getting even bitstings when measuring X0X1, PL(0|Π, λ) for L = 1 − 5

and 10 uniformly spaced values Π ∈ [0, 1]. The RAE circuits were implemented on

ibmq_hanoi (QV7 64), ibmq_sydney (QV 32), ibmq_toronto (QV 32), and ibmq_montreal (QV

128) quantum devices available on IBM quantum cloud as of 2021. 8192 shots were re-

quested in each experiment. A readout correction was applied using the same number

of shots to evaluate the measurement filters [35] for the appropriate qubit subsets. To re-

construct PL(0|Π, λ) from our experiments we estimated the expectation values of X0X1

with respect to ρL and applied Eq. 9. The error bounds were computed from empiri-

cal standard deviations of the X0X1 expectation values. Chebyshev likelihood functions

(Eq. 10) were fitted to experimental data to extract effective noise parameters λ using

scipy.optimize.curve_fit [36]. The standard error of λ, δλ, was computed as a square

root of its variance estimated using a linear approximation to the model function near

the optimum. In the second series of experiments, we estimated the ground state en-

ergies of the one- and two-qubit Hamiltonians (Eq. 1 and Eq. 3) on ibmq_montreal with

RAE. Experiments involved submitting RAE circuits created individually for each term

in corresponding Hamiltonians and terminated with the appropriate context selection

gates. The maximum number of Grover iterates was set to 10 and 8 for one- and two-

qubit circuits, respectively, with 8192 samples per circuit. As described in Sec. II C, the

expectation values of the Pauli terms were extracted from experimental data via MLE.

To determine the error bounds of the estimates, we applied bootstrapping [30, 37] follow-

ing Refs. [16, 17]. Specifically, given a layer schedule L, we generated a list of maximum

likelihood estimates for each Pauli term P by resampling 8192 bitstring parities with rep-

etitions from each L ∈ L and using them to compute and maximize the log-likelihood

l(d; Π, λ). Given the list of M estimates {Π̂i}M
1 we computed MSE(Π̂) as

MSE(Π̂) =
1
M ∑

i
(Πi − Π)2 (20)

The empirical variance of MSE(Π̂) was taken as a measure of its statistical error and was

evaluated as

V(MSE(Π̂)) =
1
M ∑

i

{
(Πi − Π)2 − MSE(Π̂)

}2 (21)

7 QV = Quantum Volume [33, 34]
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Standard error propagation formula was applied to V(MSE(Π̂)) to obtain statistical er-

ror of RMSE(Π̂) =
√

MSE(Π̂):

σ =

√
V(MSE(Π̂))

2 · RMSE(Π̂)
(22)

When post-processing the results of RAE experiments, we chose M = 15000 and M =

10000 for one-qubit and two-qubit circuits, respectively.

In all cases, the circuits were submitted via Qiskit [38] with the optimization level set

to 0, which resulted in the transpiler expressing the circuits in the native gate set and

mapping them to qubits 0 and 1.

III. RESULTS

The goal of our experiments was to probe several aspects of RAE, including (a) the

impact of realistic hardware noise on the convergence of expectation values, (b) sampling

rate increase compared to the standard approach, and (c) the error mitigation properties

reported by Dalal et al. [17]. Below, we commented on the aforementioned aspects of RAE

in the context of one- and two-qubit ground-state energy estimation problems considered

in this work. As a prerequisite, we investigated the relevant properties of the quantum

devices considered in this work and extracted the effective noise parameter λ from RAE

data for ibmq_montreal in Sec. III A and Sec. III B. The values of λ were used as inputs to

the direct sampling and RAE performance models discussed in Sec. III C.

A. Noisy likelihood functions and RAE performance

A preliminary assessment of the validity of depolarizing noise as a model for decoher-

ence effects in our experiments can be made based on how well Eq. 10 describes empirical

likelihood functions. We found that it captures their overall shapes with some discrep-

ancies, the magnitude of which differs between the devices and can be quantified by the

standard errors of the λ values extracted from non-linear fits. As one can see in Fig. 2

(Panel A), the depolarizing noise model is the least accurate for ibmq_hanoi, and its accu-

racy does not strongly correlate with the QV. Furthermore, the values of λ vary with the

number of Grover iterates.
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FIG. 2. (Panel (A): effective noise parameters λ as functions of the RAE circuit depth (the number

of Grover iterates, L) on IBM quantum devices. Shaded areas correspond to λ ± δλ values ob-

tained via non-linear fit. Panel (B): measured likelihood function (points with error bars) fitted to

PL(0|Π, λ) (solid lines) for L = 1− 5 on ibmq_montreal. The numerical values of λ and their errors

are presented in Tab. A1. Line width demonstrates the variation of the likelihood function with

the noise parameter ∈ [λ − δλ, λ + δλ]

This behavior has not been previously observed in the context of RAE and is likely due

to the device parameter instability reported by other authors in a more general bench-

marking setting [21]. Since the RAE inference protocol assumes a noise parameter inde-

pendent of L, we expect a noticeable impact on the algorithm performance due to the

variation of λ. In principle, this restriction can be removed with a more flexible multi-

parameter likelihood function [22] at the expense of more complicated post-processing

and a different experimental setup relying on additional assumptions about the noise

model.

Comparing the degree of λ variation between the devices considered in this work, we

note that ibmq_montreal is the most stable (λ changes by at most 14%), while the perfor-

mance of the other three QPUs is roughly similar (with λ varying by about 50% in some

cases). Another favorable feature of ibmq_montreal is the close agreement between its like-
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lihood function and Eq. 10 as can be seen in Fig. 2 (Panel B) suggesting the validity of the

depolarizing noise model for this device.

For these reasons, we chose ibmq_montreal to demonstrate RAE performance. In the

following sections, we showed that the criterion in Eq. 19 was satisfied in most of the

RAE experiments on that backend, indicating a sampling acceleration compared to the

direct method commonly used in VQE. Furthermore, RAE demonstrated noise mitigation

properties in some cases, allowing RMSE reduction for Z0 and Z1 Pauli terms in the two-

qubit Hamiltonian by about one order of magnitude compared to the asymptotic direct

sampling limit. The combined effect of sampling boost and noise mitigation resulted

in ground state energy estimates within chemical accuracy for both one- and two-qubit

problems. This contrasts with the results from direct sampling for the two-qubit problem

and marks a significant improvement in accuracy for the one-qubit problem.

B. Effective noise parameters and direct sampling performance

To model direct sampling and RAE performance based on the theoretical CR bound,

we extracted the effective noise parameters λ from RAE results via MLE (Fig. 3 and

Fig. 4). For both one- and two-qubit cases, λ estimates converge with the Grover depth,

Lmax reaching asymptotic values that are close but not identical for different Pauli terms.

This can be explained by the differences in RAE circuit transpilation. Further, the noise

levels for the one-qubit circuits are about one order of magnitude lower than for the two-

qubit case, in line with average one- and two-qubit gate fidelities.

MLE provides an independent way to validate the value of λ obtained as described

in the previous section for X0X1. In Fig. 4, one can see that the two methods provide

consistent results within the error bounds.

In the following, we used MLE-derived λ values to model the performance of the di-

rect sampling with the number of ansatz queries as prescribed by Eq. 18. Similarly, λ

enters the CR bound for the RAE MSE. It is, therefore, crucial to ensure that the estimates

of λ accurately represent the device performance. It can be shown that although RAE

results for Lmax = 0 are insufficient for simultaneous observable and noise estimation,

using them as an input for MLE with λ = 0 is equivalent to the direct observable esti-

mation. We relied on this property to derive reference expectation values for the Pauli
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FIG. 3. Convergence of the λ values estimated via MLE for the Pauli terms in the one-qubit

Hamiltonian (Eq. 1). The error bars were calculated as standard deviations of the bootstrapped

λ̂ values as explained in Sec. II D. Lmax refers to the maximum Grover depth used to estimate λ.

Dashed lines indicate the converged values of the noise parameter.
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FIG. 4. Convergence of the λ values estimated via MLE for the Pauli terms in the two-qubit Hamil-

tonian (Eq. 3). Lmax refers to the maximum Grover depth used in the estimation. The boundary

of the filled area corresponds to λ ±δλ, i.e., the range of noise parameter values determined by

fitting the Chebyshev likelihood functions of X0X1 to the experimental estimates for Lmax = 1− 5.
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Π ϵ ϵ (analytic)

One-qubit Hamiltonian

⟨Z0⟩ 0.0045(0)ab 0.0030

⟨X0⟩ 0.0510(105) 0.0108

Two-qubit Hamiltonian

⟨Z0⟩ 0.0083(28) 0.0262

⟨Z1⟩ 0.0246(3) 0.0270

⟨Y0Y1⟩ 0.0119(82) 0.0122

⟨X0X1⟩ 0.0200(99) 0.0119

a statistical error is less than 10−4

b shorthand notation is used for the floating point numbers with finite statistical precision replacing

X.XXXX ± 0.00YY with X.XXXX(YY)

TABLE I. Root mean square errors ϵ of the Pauli expectations computed from experimental data

collected in one- and two-qubit RAE experiments and estimated analytically (based on (Eq. 18),

i.e. ϵ =
√

MSE(Π̂)d) assuming effective noise parameters from MLE.

terms in the corresponding Hamiltonians and perform additional consistency checks for

the noise parameters. In Tab. I, we compared RMSE of the Pauli expectations extracted

from RAE experiments with L = 0 with the predictions of Eq. 18 assuming λ values from

MLE.

As can be seen from the table, there exist discrepancies between experimental ϵ and its

analytical estimate from Eq. 18 that cannot be attributed to statistical errors (for example,

for Z terms). In many cases where the two differ, however, the direct sampling model

yields smaller RMSEs than the experiment, except for Z0 and Z1 terms in the two-qubit

Hamiltonian. Effectively, this means that MLE underestimates the noise parameter for

direct sampling, lowering the upper boundary of the RAE advantage window, as follows

from the criterion in Eq. 19. For this reason, we used Eq. 18 with λ from MLE when as-

sessing the RAE sampling boost despite the associated discrepancies with a caveat that it

may not be reliably detected in the experiments where we measured Z0 and Z1 expecta-

tion values.
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C. RAE application to ground state energy estimation

Having established the performance models for RAE and direct sampling, we ana-

lyzed our experiments from the perspective of the sampling advantage criterion Eq. 19.

Turning to the one-qubit case presented in Fig. 5, we observed qualitatively different

behavior for X0 and Z0. RMSE for the former is higher than the direct sampling values,

while the latter benefits from RAE sampling acceleration. Partially, this might be due to

low bias for X0, giving rise to a relatively small RMSE dominated by the variance. As a

result, RMSE reduction gives rise to a very narrow advantage window for X0. The noisy

CR bound is far from saturation in both cases and closely agrees with the noiseless one,

showing no distinct plateau [5]. Based on the form of the likelihood function, one could

expect ϵ to plateau at approximately 1/λ ≈ 300 − 500. Accumulation of coherent error

at such high Grover depth would likely compromise RAE performance long before the

limit is reached. The signs of this behavior can be seen in a non-monotonous decrease of

the RAE estimation error for Z0.

Similar patterns persist for the two-qubit experiments where RAE outperforms direct

sampling for the terms with high bias (Z0 and Z1) even at Lmax = 1, while a larger Grover

depth is required to observe advantage for the low-bias terms (X0X1 and Y0Y1). Although

the sampling boost for Z0 cannot be established reliably due to imperfections in the di-

rect sampling performance model, one can still expect to observe the error reduction

compared to direct sampling if ϵ = 10−3 is taken as a conservative estimate of the direct

sampling error (Tab. I).

Comparing one- and two-qubit experiments, we observed that the noise levels did

not correlate with the RAE efficiency as long as the underlying decoherence mechanism

was consistent with the depolarizing noise assumption. In that case, RAE can effectively

learn to eliminate noise as a part of the estimation process, as suggested by Ref. [17]

and corroborated by our results. In the experiments for X0X1 and Y0Y1, the minimum

estimation error was achieved at the intermediate Grover depth, Lmax = 4. This coincides

with the value at which parameter instability developed in preliminary experiments on

ibmq_montreal (Fig. 2), providing indirect evidence of RAE performance being sensitive

to the fluctuation of λ.

To estimate the ground state energy with RAE, the expectation values of the individual
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FIG. 5. RMSE of the estimated Pauli terms in the one-qubit Hamiltonian (Eq. 1). Nq refers to the

total number of ansatz queries across all RAE circuits to obtain a Pauli term expectation. RMSE

of the direct sampling estimator (marked VQE in the figure) was modeled based on the effective

noise parameter extracted from RAE data. CRB refers to the lower estimate of RMSE based on the

Cramer-Rao bound (Eq. 6).

Pauli terms were combined with appropriate weights. The variance of the estimator was

computed using the standard expression for the linear combination of random variables.

Energy bias and variance were then used to calculate RMSE presented in Fig. 7. A similar

calculation was performed for the direct sampling using analytic expressions for the bias

and variance under the assumption of depolarizing noise with λ parameters determined

via MLE. In both cases, we assumed the uniform allocation of ansatz queries Nq across

Pauli terms in corresponding one- and two-qubit Hamiltonians.

For the one-qubit Hamiltonian, despite the relatively large estimation error for the X0,

the RMSE ground state energy falls below chemical accuracy for the one-qubit Hamil-

tonian when Lmax > 2 since the term enters with a smaller coefficient compared to Z0.

Although direct sampling reaches the chemical accuracy threshold sooner than RAE, the

final RMSE for the latter is much lower, below 0.1 mH (Fig. 7).

The ground state energy RMSE for the two-qubit Hamiltonian exhibited a similar con-
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FIG. 6. RMSE of the estimated Pauli terms in the two-qubit Hamiltonian (Eq. 3). Nq refers to the

total number of ansatz queries across all RAE circuits to obtain a Pauli term expectation. RMSE

of the direct sampling estimator (marked VQE in the figure) was modeled based on the effective

noise parameter from the fitted Chebyshev likelihood functions. CRB refers to the lower estimate

of RMSE based on the Cramer-Rao bound (Eq. 6)
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FIG. 7. Ground state energy RMSE for the one- the two-qubit Hamiltonians (Eq. 1 and Eq. 3).

Nq refers to the total number of ansatz queries across all RAE circuits to obtain a Pauli term

expectation assuming uniform measurement allocation. RMSE of the direct sampling estimator

(marked VQE in the figure) was modeled based on the effective noise parameter (s) from the MLE

and the fitted Chebyshev likelihood functions for the one- and two-qubit problems, respectively.

vergence pattern, reaching chemical accuracy at Lmax = 2. In this case, RAE was superior

to direct sampling across the range of Nq and improved the RMSE by about two orders

of magnitude, as shown in Fig. 7. Increasing the number of ansatz queries does not result

in a noticeable improvement in the energy error for the direct sampling due to the large

bias. In contrast, RAE can mitigate the effect of the device noise more efficiently as more

samples are included in post-processing, improving the energy RMSE by two orders of

magnitude.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presented the first application of RAE to estimating the ground state energy

of chemical Hamiltonians describing the hydrogen molecule in the minimum basis. RAE

offers an efficient alternative to direct observable estimation, commonly used in VQE,

significantly reducing the error of estimated expectation values despite relying on a sim-

ple depolarizing noise model that does not capture the complexity of decoherence effects
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in realistic quantum devices. Additionally, RAE offers a more efficient way to benchmark

device quality than straightforward VQE, albeit with the caveat that the underlying noise

model may bias the benchmark toward certain device architectures. While the extracted

noise parameter is not always a reliable indicator of device noise and can be imprecise,

the convergence of the energy and its standard deviation with increasing RAE circuit lay-

ers provides an indicator of device quality without the need to compute reference data.

In contrast to previous RAE experiments that used randomized compiling to mitigate

coherent error [17], we took a simpler approach by analyzing the likelihood functions for

a series of IBM devices. We selected the QPU whose noise model was overall consistent

with the depolarizing noise assumption, allowing us to study the impact of other factors,

such as device parameter instability, on RAE performance. In particular, ibmq_montreal

was found to exhibit both the lowest coherent error and the most stable (reproducible)

effective noise parameter and was used for subsequent RAE experiments.

For the one-qubit version of the ground state energy estimation problem, the effec-

tive noise parameter was in the interval of 2 · 10−3 − 3 · 10−3 on ibmq_montreal. Despite

low noise levels, RAE performance did not always improve as Lmax increased, indicating

the sensitivity of the method to the coherent error and discrepancies between ideal and

realistic noise description. Nevertheless, the fast convergence of the total energy RMSE

obtained from experimental data offered preliminary evidence of RAE advantage as an

estimation technique.

In the two-qubit implementation of the ground state energy estimation, we were more

limited in circuit depth due to increased noise levels, with the effective noise parameter

estimated to be approximately 0.045 − 0.05. Similar to the one-qubit case, we observed

fast convergence of the total energy RMSE with RAE, resulting in the error reduction

from 30 mHa (in direct sampling) to approximately 0.1 mHa (best RAE estimate).

In both experiments, RAE performed better for the expectation values of the Pauli

terms, which exhibited large biases in direct sampling, resulting in effective error reduc-

tion. In view of this noise mitigation property, an important direction of future work is

to compare the results of RAE to those of error-mitigated VQE under a fixed shot bud-

get. Error mitigation techniques such as zero-noise extrapolation [39–41], probabilistic

error cancellation [39, 40], and Clifford data regression [42, 43] can reduce the bias of

estimated expectation values in hardware experiments at the expense of allocating addi-
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tional samples to infer the relevant aspects of device noise. Under a fixed measurement

budget, however, this may increase sampling noise (i.e., the standard deviation of the es-

timator). The problem is further aggravated when several techniques are combined in an

error mitigation pipeline [44]. In contrast, RAE can optimize quantum resource usage by

tuning the layer schedule and shot allocation subject to constraints, yielding an overall

improvement of RMSE [14].

A major limitation of the near-term RAE is its incompatibility with grouping tech-

niques, precluding faithful comparisons to the most advanced observable estimation rou-

tines applied in VQE. Fault-tolerant computation protocols can overcome this restriction.

In particular, advances in Hamiltonian encoding [45–48] could unlock new applications

of RAE in the emerging era of early fault-tolerant quantum computing [49]. Exploring

corresponding algorithmic trade-offs is an important direction of future research, paving

the way to further enhancing the utility of RAE in quantum chemistry.
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Appendix A: Noisy Chebyshev likelihood functions

Chebyshev likelihood functions fitted to experimental data for ibmq_hanoi, ibmq_sydney,

ibmq_toronto, and ibmq_montreal are presented in Fig. A1. Noise parameters correspond-

ing to the solid lines can be found in Tab. A1 along with the error bars.
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FIG. A1. The likelihood of obtaining even bitstrings when measuring X0X1 for RAE circuits with

L = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 on premium IBM devices. Solid lines represent least squares fits to experimentally

estimated likelihood values.
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backend/L 1 2 3 4 5

Hanoi 0.030(7) 0.054(9) 0.053(10) 0.061(13) 0.058(15)

Montreal 0.043(4) 0.043(3) 0.047(2) 0.042(2) 0.048(2)

Sydney 0.072(9) 0.076(10) 0.089(4) 0.098(9) 0.099(4)

Toronto 0.063(18) 0.047(4) 0.050(6) 0.059(4) 0.055(5)

TABLE A1. Effective noise parameters λ from fitted likelihood functions shown in Fig. A1

Appendix B: Analysis of the likelihood functions for the one-qubit RAE

To extract expectation values from the RAE experiment data, we computed the log-

likelihood functions l(d; Π) for X0 and Y0 terms in the one-qubit molecular Hamiltonian

on the uniform grids having 100 and 10000 points along λ and Π axes, respectively. As

a part of the analysis, we identified the optimal inference intervals for λ and Π that were

later used to obtain numerical estimates of the expectation values.

Unique maxima were identified for all the likelihood functions. In Fig. B2, we show

a representative plot of l(d; Π) for X0 on ibmq_montreal. As the maximum number of

RAE layers increased from 1 to 10, the bootstrap MLE estimates (red crosses in Fig. B2) of

⟨X0⟩ approached the exact expectation value (marked with the vertical dashed line). The

appearance of the log-likelihood functions for L = 0 and L ̸= 0 is qualitatively different.

As expected from Eq. 10, maximum likelihood estimates of the Pauli expectations for

the former are not well defined, i.e., the likelihood functions have degenerate maxima,

making it impossible to identify a unique (Π, λ) pair as shown in Fig. B3.

For this reason, λ needs to be eliminated from MLE to obtain unique estimates of Pauli

expectations for L = 0. To this end, we set it to 0 when extracting the expectation values.

It can be shown that such approach is equivalent to the direct sampling used in standard

VQE 8. The ground state energies estimated from the individual Pauli expectations with

this method are reported in Table B2.

The ground state energies are close to the noiseless reference, consistent with generally

low noise levels in one-qubit experiments, except for ibmq_toronto.

8 Indeed, the log-likelihood function in this case is l(d; Π) ∝ log(1 − Π)(Ns − e0) + log(1 + Π)e0, and the

MLE estimate of Π is Π̂ = 2e0−Ns
Ns

25



0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175

0.200
X0/L0:1 X0/L0:2 X0/L0:3 X0/L0:4 X0/L0:5

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1
0.000

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175

0.200
X0/L0:6

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

X0/L0:7

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

X0/L0:8

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

X0/L0:9

0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1

X0/L0:10

FIG. B2. Log-likelihood functions for X0 generated from RAE experimental data on ibmq_montreal.

The vertical dashed line shows the reference expectation value. Red crosses mark the MLE from

1000 bootstrap runs. L0:X notation indicates that we included samples from RAE circuits with 0,

1, ..., X layers when calculating the likelihood function. Darker colors correspond to larger values

of l(d; Π).

backend Hanoi Sydney Toronto Montreal

E, Ha -1.1373(27) -1.1370(24) -1.0451(51) -1.1348(32)

RMSE, mHa 3 3 92 4

TABLE B2. Ground state energy estimates and their RMSE for the one-qubit problem calculated

via MLE with λ = 0 (i.e., standard sampling) and 25000 bootstrap samples
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FIG. B3. Log-likelihood functions for X0, Z0 generated from the RAE experiment data on

ibmq_montreal for L = 0. Vertical dashed lines mark exact (noiseless) values. Red crosses rep-

resent the MLE from 5000 bootstrap runs. Darker colors correspond to larger values of the log-

likelihood.
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Appendix C: Analysis of the likelihood functions for the two-qubit RAE

Compared to the one-qubit problem, the two-qubit expectation value estimation is

more challenging due to the faster accumulation of coherent error with increased Grover

depth. When analyzing the results of the two-qubit RAE experiments, we identified dif-

ferent convergence patterns exemplified in Fig. C4 for ibmq_montreal. Although all the

estimates tend to stabilize as the maximum number of layers is increased from 1 to 8,

some may have sizable fluctuations deviating from the exact value as Lmax approaches 8.

Likewise, the maximum of the log-likelihood shifts along the λ axis as Lmax increases for

Z0, which can be related to device parameter instability.

As explained in Appendix B, MLE cannot be directly applied to the set of samples

for L = 0 unless the nuisance parameter λ is eliminated from the inference. Using this
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FIG. C4. Log-likelihood functions for Z0, Z0Z1 and X0X1 on ibmq_montreal. Vertical dashed lines

mark exact (noiseless) expectation values. Red crosses represent the MLE from 1000 bootstrap

samples. Darker lines correspond to larger values of the log-likelihood.
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backend Hanoi Sydney Toronto Montreal

E, Ha -1.1047(29) -1.0889(31) -1.1156(26) -1.11282(29)

RMSE, mHa 41 57 30 33

TABLE C3. Reference VQE energies and their RMSE for the 2-qubit ground state energy estima-

tion problem

approach, we obtained the estimates of the ground state energy, reported in Tab. C3

Appendix D: Noise Robust Incremental Sequence

FIG. D5. Fisher information of X0X1 where ⟨X0X1⟩ ≈ −0.2237 versus number of Grover layers L,

under effective noise parameter λ = 0, 0.045, 0.18.

In this Appendix, we discuss the method we used to optimize incremental sequence

in the presence of noise. It can be viewed as an adaptation of the approach presented by

Giurgica-Tiron et al. [14] to the problem of optimal shot allocation based on maximizing

noisy Fisher information. Specifically, we explored a setting where the number of shots

per RAE circuit is kept fixed while the Grover depth is subject to optimization. As one

can see in Fig. D5, while the Fisher information grows with the number of Grover layers

in the absence of decoherence effects, i.e., λ = 0, it behaves differently when effective

noise λ > 0. The latter features an oscillation pattern with a period of approximately 7.

It is desirable to design a layer schedule such that the local minima of Fisher information

are avoided. This is achieved for the values of L satisfying an approximate condition:
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sin2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π)) ≈ 1, L ∈ Z. (D1)

For the edge case where Π ≈ ±1, the above condition is hard to satisfy, and the exponen-

tial incremental sequence is optimal, which coincides with the noiseless situation.

The oscillation has an envelope with a maximum at a certain number of Grover layers

for noisy situations, whose analytical form can be derived by substituting condition D1

to the Fisher information (Eq. 14):

I(Π, λ)11,envelop =
(2L + 1)2 e−λ(2L+1)

(1 − Π2)
. (D2)

The number of Grover layers LmaxI that maximizes I(Π, λ)11,envelop is the only root of

equation
∂I(Π,λ)11,envelop

∂L = 0, which yields LmaxI = 1
λ + 1

2 . This result is consistent with

Fig. D5 where Fisher information reaches maxima at LmaxI ≈ 22 and 5 for λ = 0.045 and

0.18, respectively.

Based on the discussion above, we designed our noise robust incremental sequence as

follows:

• Measure λ and calculate LmaxI ; choose a hyperparameter c > 0

• If |Π| < cλ or 1 − |Π| < cλ, do exponential incremental sequence.

• Otherwise, the incremental sequence is constructed by L that satisfy:

■ sin2 ((2L + 1) acos (Π)) > 1 − cλ

■ L ∈ Z

■ L < LmaxI

We compared the performance of different incremental sequences in Fig. D6. Our

noise-robust incremental sequence reaches minimum error with fewer queries than linear

and exponential ones. However, the minimum error reached is larger compared to the

other two sequences. This could be due to our model assumptions regarding device noise

that ignore the complexity of decoherence effects on real hardware.

30



FIG. D6. The comparison between incremental sequences (Linear, Exponential, and Noise robust)

for Montreal data.
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