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Charge noise is the main hurdle preventing high-fidelity operation, in particular that of two-
qubit gates, of semiconductor-quantum-dot-based spin qubits. While certain sweet spots where
charge noise is substantially suppressed have been demonstrated in several types of spin qubits, the
existence of one for coupled singlet-triplet qubits is unclear. We theoretically demonstrate, using
full configuration-interaction calculations, that a range of nearly sweet spots appear in the coupled
singlet-triplet qubit system when a strong enough magnetic field is applied externally. We further
demonstrate that ramping to and from the judiciously chosen nearly sweet spot using sequences
based on the shortcut to adiabaticity offers maximal gate fidelities under charge noise and phonon-
induced decoherence. These results should facilitate realization of high-fidelity two-qubit gates in

singlet-triplet qubit systems.
I. INTRODUCTION

Singlet-triplet qubits, defined by two-electron spin
states confined in semiconductor double-quantum-dot
(DQD) devices, are promising candidates for realization
of large-scale quantum-dot quantum computation [1-12].
In these systems, the charge noise directly affects the
control over the spin qubits and is thus the key obsta-
cle preventing high fidelity quantum control [13-19]. A
useful strategy to mitigate charge noise is to operate
the qubits near the so-called “sweet spots” where the
control (e.g. the exchange interaction between spins) is
first-order insensitive to charge noise [20-32]. While this
strategy has been successfully demonstrated in a variety
of single-qubit devices, the existence of any sweet spot,
in particular for two singlet-triplet qubits, is far less ob-
vious.

Entangling operations between singlet-triplet qubits
are typically carried out by exploiting either the capac-
itive interaction [2, 33-43] or exchange coupling [44-50]
between two DQD devices. Capacitive gates are achieved
when the tunneling between the two DQDs is suppressed,
while the Coulomb interaction mediates the inter-qubit
interaction. Exchange gates, on the other hand, are me-
diated by the exchange coupling between two neighbour-
ing spins between two DQDs, which can be manipulated
by inter-dot tunneling and energy detuning between the
two spins. In this work, we focus on capacitively coupled
singlet-triplet qubits.

Gate operations on two singlet-triplet qubits coupled
by capacitive interactions typically have fidelities ~72%
[2] and can be improved to ~90% [34] by applying large
magnetic gradient. However, to meet the stringent re-

*Electronic address: x.wang@cityu.edu.hk

quirement for quantum error correction, suppression of
charge noise becomes emergent. Theoretical calculations
[33], particularly using variations of the configuration
interaction (CI) method [41-44], are widely employed
to search for the sweet spots. Ref. [42] proposes that
there exists a sweet spot when the two singlet-triplet
qubits are aligned at an appropriate angle, while Ref. [40]
claims that a sweet spot may appear at a certain detun-
ing value. However, these results are obtained from the
Hund-Mulliken approximation keeping the lowest orbital
in each quantum-dot, and it is unclear whether the re-
sults hold when higher orbitals are taken into account.
Furthermore, Ref. [40] assumed that the charge states of
each qubit are independent of each other, but that as-
sumption breaks down in the parameter regime where
the sweet spot was claimed to occur. Refs. [35-37], us-
ing a more sophisticated CI method either by involving
excited orbitals or populating the quantum-dot system
with s-type Gaussian functions, have shown that, while
a sweet spot may exist for the capacitive two-qubit cou-
pling, it is not at the same time a sweet spot for single-
qubit exchange interactions, which limits the usefulness
of those prior results in experiments.

All these previous CI calculations were performed
without an external magnetic field. In this Letter, we
show, using full CI calculations, that a range of nearly
sweet spots appear in the coupled singlet-triplet qubit
system, when a strong enough magnetic field is applied
externally. Around these nearly sweet spots, both the
capacitive coupling and the single-qubit exchange inter-
actions are very weakly dependent on the charge noise,
making possible high fidelity manipulations. We demon-
strate that operating in the nearly-sweet-spot regime
yields the entangling gate with fidelity much higher com-
pared to the previous proposals [34, 35]. Moreover, the
extended range of this nearly-sweet-spot regime allows
for application of shortcuts to adiabaticity for the ramp-
ing pulses to and from the operating point, which leads to
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FIG. 1: Schematic illustration of the model potential given in
Eq. (1).

about one order of magnitude improvement in the gate
fidelity. In contrast to [34] by which high fidelity en-
tangling gate results from application of large magnetic
gradient on singly occupied dots, our model benefits from
strong capacitive coupling with weak coupling to charge-
noise. Our results should facilitate realization of high-
fidelity two-qubit gates in singlet-triplet qubit systems.

II. MODEL

We consider an n-electron system H = > h; +
> e?/e|rj —ri| with the single-particle Hamiltonian
h; = (—ihVj+eA/c)?/2m* + V(r) + g*upB - S. The
confinement potential of a double double-quantum-dot
(DDQD) device can be modeled in the zy plane as
(cf. Fig. 1)

1
V(r) = 5m*w%l\/ﬁn[(r -R; )2 + A, (r— R2)2 + Az,

(r—Ro)’ + Mg, (r =Ry’ +4, ], &)

where R; = (£Ro%x0, 0) are the minima of the parabolic
wells [51]. The inter-dot distance is 2z while the inter-
D@D distance is 2Ry.

With each DQD hosting one singlet-triplet qubit,
the DDQD defines a pair of capacitively coupled
singlet-triplet qubits. The two-qubit logical states are
|SS),|ST),|TS) and |TT), where |S) and |T) are spin-
singlet and unpolarized spin-triplet (S, = 0) states re-
spectively. Without a magnetic field gradient, the sys-
tem Hamiltonian, Hj,g, is diagonal in the bases of logical
states as [38-41],

Hie = J0, 0 I+ I T @0, + a0, ®0.,  (2)

where
1
a= Z(E|ss> — Eisty — Ersy + Erry), (3a)
1
It = 1 [Eirry — Ejss) — (Ejsty — Eirsy)],  (3b)

1
Jgt = 1 [Eirry — Ejssy + (Eisty — Ejrsy)] . (3¢)
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FIG. 2: Nearly sweet spots in the “Outer” detuning scheme.
(a) and (b): J°f and a v.s. detuning A for several mag-
netic field strengths B as indicated. (c¢) and (d): Energy
levels v.s. detuning A for (¢) B =0 and (d) B = 0.104 T.
ANSLE (Ainit) are proposed operating (initialization) points
which will be discussed later. The yellow and cyan area indi-
cate the nearly-sweet-spot regime for B = 0.087 and 0.104 T
respectively, and their overlap, indicated by the green area,
should be considered as belonging to both. Note that |S.S)
and |ﬁ> exist for a very small range in (c) and are therefore
not indicated (see Sec. IV in [53] for more details).

The effective exchange energies J£ and Jg for the qubit
defined in the left (L) and right (R) DQD respectively,
contain both the individual exchange energy of the DQD
in absence of the other, as well as a capacitive shift caused
by the neighboring DQD. « is the capacitive inter-qubit
coupling.

We solve the problem using the full configuration in-
teraction (Full-CI) technique [52], detailed in Sec. I of the
Supplemental Material [53]. We use parameters appro-
priate for GaAs, where the permitivity e = 13.1¢q, effec-
tive electron mass m* = 0.067m., confinement strength
of the quantum dots iwyg = 1meV, effective Bohr radius
ap = /h/m*wy ~ 34nm, xg = 2.5ap and Ry = 9ap.
The inter-qubit distance Ry is chosen such that the tun-
neling between qubits is negligible thus only the capaci-
tive coupling remains. The parameters are summarized
in Sec. II in Supplemental Material. Practically, we trun-
cate the Full-CI calculation using a cutoff scheme [52],
keeping orbitals up to n = 4 Fock-Darwin states.

III. RESULTS
A. Nearly sweet spot

We only consider symmetric detuning of two qubits,
i.e. the detuning values on both qubits are equal. There



are thus three possibilities:

“Outer”: AQZAg:A>O,A1 :A4 =0,
“Center”: Ay =A; =A>0,A =A3=0, (4)
“Right”: Ay :A3:A>O,A2:A4 =0.

In the main text, we focus on the “Outer” scheme where
Jet = Jgf = Jef and a discussion on others can be
found in Sec. V of the Supplemental Material [53].

Fig. 2(a) and (b) show the dependence of J°f and «
on detuning A under different magnetic fields, which is
the key result of this paper. When B = 0, a devel-
ops two flat regimes. A sweet spot exists for a around
A =~ 2 meV, but the same A range does not give any
nearly sweet spots in J°f. This result is consistent with
Refs. [2, 35-37]. Another regime where both J°T and «
have nearly sweet spots is for A 2 2.3 meV. This was
envisaged by [54] based on single DQD results in far de-
tuned regime, but ramping to such high detuning would
expose the qubit to severe leakage or decoherence, which
is therefore impractical. Increasing B moves the sweet
spot for a at A &= 2 meV to the right, while a nearly-
sweet-spot regime gradually appears for J*f at B > 0.087
T. At B = 0.104 T, the nearly-sweet-spot regime where
both J°f and « are very weakly dependent on A is quite
extended, as indicated by the cyan area. At the same
time, the a value is enhanced so as to reduce the gate
time and minimize the accumulation of gate error. We
shall see later that the detuning A€ yields the highest
gate fidelity. We also note that when « reaches its max-
imal value, &, da/OA = 0, while at the same A value
0J°T JOA is small (~ 1072) but not exactly zero (cf.
Fig. 3(d)). This is the reason we call the region nearly
sweet spots. It is also found that the nearly-sweet-spot
region exists for asymmetric cases, e.g. elliptical con-
finement potential or asymmetric confinement strengths,
where the details can refer to Secs. XIII and XV in the
Supplemental Material respectively.

Fig. 2(c) and (d) show the energy level structure of the
system as the detuning is varied. The states are labeled
using a Dirac ket with the first entry being the state of
the left DQD and the second the right DQD. The state
of one qubit (i.e., one DQD) is either a singlet (S) or a
triplet (T) with the superscript showing the charge con-
figurations. For example, the four-electron state shown
in Fig. 1 can be understood as |S?°792) [55]. Detailed
discussions of all relevant states in terms of the extended
Hubbard model can be found in Sec. IV of the Supple-
mental Material [53].

Fig. 2(c) shows the energy levels at zero magnetic
field. All levels are parallel for A 2 2.3 meV, consistent
with the observation that both J°f and o are weakly
dependent on A in this range. Around A =~ 2 meV,
the slopes of the curves can be combined in the fash-
ion of Eq. (3a), implying that da/0A = 0, but not for
Je (Egs. (3b) and (3c)), consistent with the observa-
tions from Fig. 2(a) and (b). When a magnetic field
B =0.104 T is applied, however, the situation changes.

—&—"“Outer” _|5
0~
—-e- “Right”
1ght 0D
30—
- JC
- > 20

FIG. 3: A\i@é),s’ A|*§3>,e’ A\*ﬁ),s and Arﬁ"),e as a function of
magnetic field strength B in the (a)“Outer”, (b) “Right” and
(c) “Center” detuning scheme. (d) Black curves (using the
left y-axis): the values of 0J™ /DA evaluated at the A value
where « reaches its maximal value &. Magenta curves (using
the right y-axis): the maximal values of o (i.e. &) vs the
magnetic field. The symbols in magenta and black represent
results from the same detuning scheme.

Two new states becomes significant: a bonding state
|SS) = (|S1159%) +]529811))/4/2 and an anti-bonding
state [TT) = (|T*1T02) — |T20T11))/y/2 [55]. These two
states covers an extended A range in the energy levels.
We can find the starting (s) and ending (e) points of
these ranges by setting equal the energies of the states
admixed at the avoided crossing points. For example,
the starting point A* is found by setting the ener-

o |SS),s
gies of |SS) and |S11S!1) equal, while the ending point
Arﬁ> , is found by setting equal energies of |TT) and

|T20T02) equal. It is interesting to note that there ex-

ists a A range (the cyan area) where levels |ﬁ>, |SS),
|S20T11) and |T'1S92?) share almost the same slope with
respect to A (& 0.996), making the A derivatives of the
r.hs. of Egs. (3a)-(3c) almost vanish altogether. This
is the origin of the nearly-sweet-spot range for both Jeff
and a. The existence of this range is actually not spe-
cific to the parameters chosen here. A discussion on the
generality of its existence is presented in Sec. VI of the
Supplemental Material [53].

The relevant lowest energy levels of the DDQD sys-
tem can be interpreted well using the extended Hubbard
model [53], allowing us to interpolate the Full-CI results
to cover a range of parameters. Figure 3(a), (b) and (c)

show the values of AT%),S’ATL%)@’ATTT),S and Arﬁ),e

as functions of magnetic field in the “Outer”, “Right” and
“Center” detuning scheme, respectively. The symbols are
data points extracted from the Full-CI calculation, and
the lines are interpolations using the extended Hubbard
model. We see that only the “Outer” and “Right” de-

tuning scheme gives A|§TS),e > Alﬁ%S for sufficiently

strong magnetic field, implying an overlapping region of
|SS) and |T'T). No overlapping for the “Center” detuning



[B (D) [Agp[la] (ueV)][ 0T/0A |

0 A2 834 [4.94x 1071
AP 7032 [1.74x 1073
AT 57.2 |750x10° 3

0.104
AT 752 (283 x 1073

TABLE I: Summary of the parameters for different Agp.

scheme as A*__  is less sensitive to magnetic field. In

[SS)e
addition, the A range of overlap for the “Outer” scheme

increases roughly linearly with the magnetic field for the
values concerned, while there is a moderate increase for
the “Right” scheme, resulting in ~ 0.2 meV for the for-
mer while =~ 0.1 meV for the latter at B = 0.104 T.
Fig. 3(d) shows the maximal value of «, @, in the nearly-
sweet-spot regime, as well as 8Jfff JOA evaluated at the
same A value where a reaches maximum (da/90A = 0),
for the “Outer” and “Right” schemes. For both schemes,
OJETJOA is as small as ~ 1072 for B > 0.1 T, indicat-
ing that the susceptibility to charge noise is extremely
weak. On the other hand, & is much greater for the
“Outer” scheme than the “Right” one, suggesting that
the “Outer” scheme remains the optimal protocol to op-
erate the coupled DDQD systems.

B. CPHASE gate

The inter-qubit coupling, ¢, ® o,, gives rise to a
controlled-phase (CPHASE) gate [35, 36]. The system
is initialized at Ajn;y where « is negligible, and is then
ramped to a larger detuning, A, where the operation
is performed with a reasonably strong «. This ramp-
ing time is denoted as Tyamp. After operating at Agp
for a time 7,p, the system is brought back to Ajn in
Tramp (see Fig. 4(a)). The total gate time is therefore
T = 2Tramp + Top-

The evolution of the system in the logical subspace can
be described by the master equation,

p = —i[Hin, p] + (’Ym + ’chpl) Dio. @ I]p
+ (%Om + 'Ydepm) D[I X O'Z]p (5>

+ (’YQOJLIR + 'YdepLR) D[Uz & Uz]p + Z’Yreljkp[o'jk]p;
i<k

where vy, (7e,) and 7,,, are the charge-noise dephas-
ing rates for qubit L (R) and the capacitive coupling
«, respectively. All of them are proportional to a ref-
erence charge-noise dephasing time, To = 1/7, [53],
which we shall use as our noise amplitude. Yrel (Ydep) 1S
the phonon-mediated relaxation (pure dephasing) rate.
Dc] represents the dissipation superoperator Dlc|p =
2cpet — cfep/2 — pefe/2 [56]. More details, including the
derivation of the decoherence rates listed above can be
found in Sec. IX of the Supplemental Material [53].

We have chosen A®P:¢4 ag candidates of A, (as indi-
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FIG. 4: (a) Detuning pulse sequences for the linear ramping
scheme (LIN, solid line) and shortcut to adiabaticity (STA,
dashed line). (b) CPHASE gate infidelities as functions of
the total gate time, 7, for To = 23 pus. (c) CPHASE gate
infidelities as functions of the reference charge-noise dephasing
time T» [53, 54]. For each set of results, the gate time 7 is
chosen such that it produces the minimal gate infidelity as
indicated in panel (b).

cated on Fig. 2). The a values as well as 9J°T/9A for
these points are summarized in Table I. On one hand,
0J® /OA is small for AP, suggesting that the charge-
noise-induced dephasing is suppressed. On the other
hand, ramping the system to A®° requires less detun-
ing sweeps compared to Ay, 4, suggesting that within the
same Tramp, choosing A*¢ as the operating points limits
the leakage. These considerations imply that A° is the
optimal choice as Agp,.

We consider two ways of detuning the DDQD system
from Ajpis to Agp: a linear (LIN) ramping scheme where
dA/dt = constant, as well as one based on shortcut to
adiabaticity (STA) [57, 58] (see Fig. 4(a)). It is noticed
that for B = 0.104 T, charge transitions of different log-
ical states are either located at the same A (facilitated
by the same inter-dot tunneling) or well-separated in A
values (see Fig. 2(d)), allowing us to apply concatenated
STA pulse sequences, the details of which can be found
in Sec. X of the Supplemental Material [53]. The ap-
plication of STA pulse sequences allows the reduction of
the total gate time 7, without increasing the leakage,
therefore suppressing decoherence. Note that STA pulse
sequence is not available for A®P as the charge transi-
tions occur very closely in A and cannot be individually
addressed for different logical states (see Fig. 2(c)).

We numerically simulate the master equation, Eq. (5),
taking into account the leakage by expanding Hi,; into
the effective Hamiltonian block for each logical eigenstate
[53]. The dephasing effect by hyperfine noise is neglected
here as we found that the main limiting factors of the
gate fidelity does not involve hyperfine fluctuation, for
which the details are given in Sec. XII D in the Supple-
mental Material. The results of gate infidelities, 1 — F'
[59], as functions of 7 and T are shown in Fig. 4(b) and
(c) respectively. From Fig. 4(b), we see a reduction of
infidelities at small 7 for all results, but STA with oper-
ating point A°¢ gives the lowest infidelity at the shortest



gate operation time, while LIN with A° gives the sec-
ond lowest infidelity. When 7 is large, the infidelities
increase with 7 due to accumulated exposure to various
decoherence channels other than leakage, as expected.
Fig. 4(c) shows the gate infidelities as functions of the
reference charge-noise dephasing time Tg, with the gate
time 7 for each set of results chosen such that it pro-
duces the minimal gate infidelity as indicated in panel
(b). We see that in the LIN scheme, results calculated
at A€ exhibits about a factor 2 ~ 4 reduction in infi-
delity compared to other A,, values, while using STA
scheme offer another factor of 2 ~ 4. Therefore the STA
scheme in combination with the nearly sweet spot offers
roughly an order of magnitude reduction in infidelities.
We found out that similar results, including the exis-
tence of the nearly-sweet-spot region at large magnetic
field and highest gate fidelity demonstrated by A€, are
achieved for silicon DDQD device, of which the details
are provided in Secs. V and XII in the Supplemental Ma-
terial.

IV. CONCLUSIONS DISCUSSION

We have shown, using Full CI calculations, that a
range of nearly sweet spots, for both the single-qubit
exchange energy as well as the capacitive coupling, ap-
pear in the coupled singlet-triplet qubit system under
a strong enough external magnetic field. This ranggvof
nearly sweet spots arises due to the appearance of |SS)

and |ﬁ> states under magnetic field, which occupy de-
tuning ranges that increase with the magnetic field.
It is interesting to compare our capacitive gates to

exchange-mediated ones studied in the literature [44—
50]. Our proposal should be easier to implement since
it only involves detuning ramping, one degree of freedom
less as compared to exchange-mediated gates which in-
volves both the inter-DQD tunneling and detuning. On
the other hand, for exchange gates, leakage into states
with zero S, is possible unless an additional magnetic
field difference between the two DQDs is supplied. In
contrast, capacitive gates are free from such leakage as
the inter-dot tunneling is suppressed between two DQDs.
Although leakage could occur when the detuning ramp
passes through the charge transition points, it can be mit-
igated by pulse-shaping or adiabatic ramping. In fact, we
have demonstrated that ramping to and from the judi-
ciously chosen nearly sweet spot using sequences based
on the shortcut to adiabaticity offers maximal gate fi-
delities under charge noise and phonon-induced decoher-
ence. Our results therefore should facilitate realization
of high-fidelity two-qubit gates in coupled singlet-triplet
qubit systems.
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Supplemental Material for “Charge noise suppression in capacitively coupled
singlet-triplet spin qubits under magnetic field”

In this Supplemental Material we provide necessary details complementary to results shown in the main text.

I. FULL CONFIGURATION INTERACTION (FULL-CI) CALCULATION

A. Single particle basis states

The Hamiltonian for N electrons confined in a potential V(r), in the presence of a uniform magnetic field B =

Bz =V x A, is

N . 2
- Z {(—mvj +eA/c)

¢ 2m*
j=1

+ V(rj)} +) eik +g*usB - S,

(S-1)

where m™* is the electron effective mass, € is the permitivity of the semiconductor material, g* is the effective g factor,
up is the Bohr magneton, and S is the total electronic spin. Assuming the confining potential yields a quadratic
in-plane potential for electrons in a lateral gate-defined confinement of a quantum dot (QD),

Vi (7,) = g [(@ — 20)* + 7] (52
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Supplementary Figure S1: Schematic flow chart for the Full-CI calculation.

where the vector Ry = (z9,0) is the position of potential minimum. The solution to the single-particle Hamiltonian,
p?/2m* + V(r), are then the Fock-Darwin (F-D) states centered at the minimum of the potential well,

1

(n;lml)' o - [m] _ (z—xz0)2+y? Y _ 2 2
2 T — xo + 1y sgnm o gt piml (z —x0)° +y (S-3)
T (n+2\7n| ) [ lo nig‘m‘ l% ’

where lg = Ig/(1/4 + w3 /w?)Y/4, Ip = \/he/eB, w. = eB/m*c, L™(x) is the associated Laguerre polynomial and
we have adopted the symmetric gauge, A = B/2[—yX + (x Fx0)§]. The corresponding single-particle energies of
Eq. (S-3) are

1 2 m
Enm = (n+1)y/7 + %m + . (S-4)

The derivation of the Fock-Darwin states, Eq. (S-3), and the corresponding energy spectrum can be found in [52].

Taking electron spin into account, the spin orbitals are given by
(I)nma' (I‘) - (ybnm (r)a(w), (8_5)

where o denotes the electron spin, 1 or |, and w is the spin variable.

B. Multi-particle Slatter determinant

The two electron multi-particle bases for a single DQD is a Slater determinant of relevant single particle spin
orbitals,

VL) = |®L,1+PL,y),

S-6
|Vr) = |Pr,1PR,1), (8-6)

where |®y,,)(|Pr,s)) refers to the single-particle Fock Darwin state in the left (right) DQD of the jth electron with
spin 0. For a DDQD device, the four-electron multi-particle bases are constructed by a direct product of the left and
right DQD two-particle states,

W) = [PL,+PLo ) | PR, + Proy ) (S-7)
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Supplementary Figure S2: (a) Effective single-qubit exchange energy, J°T = J°T = JgT as a function of cutoff energy. (b)
Ground state energy, E|gs) as a function of the cutoff energy. A = 0.

C. General procedure for Full-CI calculation

The general procedure to perform Full-CI calculation is shown in Fig. S1. The calculation loop is escaped when the
newly obtained ground state energy is converged (see below).

D. Truncation and convergence

In principle, the Full-CI calculation should include an infinite number of electronic orbitals which is intractable. In
practice, one introduces a cutoff energy, defined as the total non-interacting energy of the system above the ground
state configuration [52]. The convergence is verified by raising the cutoff energy and examining the change in relevant
physical quantities.

Our verification of convergence is specific to the quantum-dot device parameters chosen in this paper: Awg = 1 meV,
xo = 2.5ap, Ry = 9ap, B = 0. In Fig. 52, we demonstrate that orbitals included in the Full-CI calculation up until
4 meV is sufficient to achieve convergence. This implies that the orbitals required are up until n = 4 Fock-Darwin
states, corresponding to 60 orbitals for a DDQD system and = 1.6 million number of Coulomb interaction terms to
be evaluated. Results shown in this paper are therefore obtained by keeping relevant orbitals up to n = 4.

II. INPUT PARAMETERS

Parameter | Value |Reference
Tuwog | 1 meV 2] Parameter| Value [Reference
2Ry | ~ 608nm 2 hwo | 1meV | [61-63]
2z | = 170nm 2 2z |~ 100nm| [62]

Gads— 131 gi| 2Ro_[~ 360um
m* | 0.067 me € 11.68
g* -0.4 m* 0.19

(a) AE,|-0.14 peV| [54, 60] | (b) g 2

Supplementary Table S-I: Summary of parameters used in the calculation for (a) GaAs and (b) silicon quantum-dot device.

Unless stated otherwise, the parameters used are listed in Table S-I, where fuwg is the confinement energy of the
quantum dot, 2Ry is the distance between two DQD centers, 2z is the distance between two dots in a DQD, €
is the relative permittivity, m* is the effective mass, g* is the in-plane g factor and AFE, is the magnetic gradient
across a DQD. Note that the confinement strength for GaAs quantum-dot device, iw = 1 meV, is determined based
on the inter-dot distance in correspondence to the exchange energy of an ST qubit reported in [2]. Concerning the
confinement strength of silicon quantum-dot system, [61] reported orbital excited energy within the range of 0.1~0.2
meV, [62] reported the energy yields ~0.48 meV based on the dot size of ap = 29 nm and [63] reported the energy
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Supplementary Figure S3: Single-dot electron occupation number, ngr, as functions of the detuning A for (a) GaAs and (b)
silicon DQD device. The detuning is defined as the difference of the minima of potential wells. The parameters are shown in
Table S-1.
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Supplementary Figure S4: Exchange energy of a singlet-triplet qubit, J, and the corresponding 9.J/90A as functions of the
detuning A, in a GaAs DQD device for (a) B =0 T and (b) B = 0.186 T. The electron occupation of each dot is denoted as
(n1,n2), where the first and second entry denote the electron number of left and right dot respectively.

within the range of 1 meV to 8 meV dependent on the number of electrons in a silicon quantum-dot. Hence, we choose
hwy = 1 as a trial value. The inter-DQD system is judiciously chosen such that inter-DQD tunneling is suppressed
while inter-DQD Coulomb interaction is more pronounced.

We perform a rough estimation of the charging energy, E¢, by using a bi-quadratic potential to model the occupation
of single quantum-dot as functions of the detuning. The charging energy is extracted by evaluating the difference of
detuning values at which the occupation number of single quantum-dot reaches 1 and 2 [62], cf. Fig. S3. The charging
energies reported for GaAs quantum-dot device varies across two orders, 107! ~ 10 [64-67]. In particular, [65] and
[66] reported charging energy of 1.75 meV and 2 meV respectively, similar to Fig. S3(a). For silicon quantum-dot
device, the observed charging energies ranges from < 10 meV to ~ 20 meV [61-63], among which [62] reported Ec =
6.6 meV, similar to Fig. S3(b).

III. EXCHANGE ENERGY OF A SINGLET-TRIPLET QUBIT IN A DOUBLE-QUANTUM-DOT

Similar to the confinement potential adopted for DDQD device, cf. Eq. (1) in the main text, the confinement
potential of a DQD device can be modeled as

1 A A
V(r) = 5m*ud (Min[(x + 202+ 5 (@ = 0)? - 5} + y2) . (S-8)
Supplemental Fig. ITT shows the single qubit exchange energy, J, and the corresponding derivative, 9.J/9A, as functions
of the detuning A. At small detuning, where the electron occupation is (1, 1), the susceptibility to charge-noise,
0J/OA, increases along with the increase of J. On the other hand, at large detuning, where the electron occupation is
(0, 2), the increase of J is accompanied with decrease sensitivity to charge-noise. This has been explored experimentally
by [34].
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Supplementary Figure S5: Schematic figure of Fock-Darwin states in a four-quantum-dot device.

IV. EXTENDED HUBBARD MODEL
A. Hamiltonian

Although the Full-CI calculations allow us to obtain an accurate description of the energy spectrum of a DDQD
device, it is computationally forbiddingly expensive to simulate a range of parameters. The extended Hubbard model
on one hand gives us a computationally efficient way to calculate physical quantities of the system, and on the other
hand reveals important insights on relevant eigenstates involved in our problem. The Hamiltonian is,

H= Zejgcjo_c]a + Z ( ];wc cko + H.c. ) + Z Ujnjynjy + Z Z Ujknjonior (S-9)

i<k,o oo’ j<k

where j and k are orbital indices (cf. Fig. S5), while o and ¢’ are spins. The summations over orbitals (j, k) are
from 1 to 12 and spins (o,0’) are for up and down. ¢j, denotes the on-site energy at dot j, tji, the tunneling
between the jth and kth orbital, while U; denotes the on-site Coulomb interaction in the jth orbital and Ujj the
Coulomb interaction between the jth and kth orbital. To avoid confusion of the Coulomb interaction between the
1st and 2nd orbital, U;o, and the on-site Coulomb interaction on the 12th orbital (also labelled as Uis), we take the
symmetry into consideration. We use Usz4 to label the former one (inter-site Coulomb interaction) in all situations
(“Outer”,“Center”, “Right”) as they are equal to each other. For the latter one (on-site Coulomb interaction), we use
Uy in the “Outer” and “Center” cases, and Ujg in the “Right” case. This is clear from Fig. S5.

Theses parameters are calculated from,

st = [ 85(00) 07 (x2)C(rn, ), () (r2)

Lk = /@;(r) [27:;* + V(r)} Oy (r)dr,

h2 ) (S—lO)
g = /CIJ;‘(I-) [WV + V(r)} ®;(r)dr,
2
e
C(rl, r2) = m
For further discussion in Sec. VIII, we define other Coulomb terms beyond extended Hubbard Model here.
jek = /@;(I‘1>q)z<1‘2)0(1‘1,I'Q)q)k<r1)q)j<r2)dr2,
1 (S-11)
Ve=3 / (@] (r1)®5(r2) £ @5 (r1) @] (r2)] Cr1,r2) [@1(r1) Pa(r2) £ Po(r1) @y (r2)]dr?

Since the Hamiltonian, Eq. (S-9), commutes with S2, each logical manifold forms a diagonal block, allowing us to
evaluate the eigenvalues of |SS), |ST),|T'S) and |TT) by diagonalizing the corresponding individual blocks. In this
section, we focus on the effective Hamiltonian blocks for the “Outer” detuning case. Results can also be obtained
using Eq. (S-9) for “Center” and “Right” detuning cases, but we will not present the results in this section. In the
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“Outer” detuning case, the symmetry around the center of the DDQD system allows us to simplify some parameters,
e.g. €1 = €4, inter-site Coulomb interaction U;3 = Us4 as mentioned above, Ujg = U7 etc. When treating the blocks
solely relevant to the singlet |S) (i.e the |SS) states ), we keep orbitals 1 through 4 only as contribution from higher
orbitals can be safely neglected. However, all 12 orbitals are retained whenever the triplet state plays a role.

We assume Uy = Us = Us = Uy = Uy (where “os” means on-site) and t19, = t34, = t for convenience. However,
U; # Uy for j from 1 to 4 and k from 5 to 12, due to different forms of wave functions with the former yielding
even Gaussian functions, and the later being odd oscillating functions. Also, it should be pointed out that the single-
particle tunneling between DQDs is assumed to be zero due to the large distance Ry between them, i.e. ¢;, = 0 when
the jth and kth orbitals belong to different DQDs.

The Hamiltonian block in each logical manifold is written in the bases of four-electron multi-particle states, con-
structed from the direct product of two-electron Slater determinants, Eq. (S-7). We therefore write the relevant
two-electron Slater determinants as:

15%) = [@14®1y),

(S-12a)
15%%) = |4y Pay),

1
|5 = E\q’n%w + [P P1y)
1 (S-12b)
By D)) o+ |Bag D)),
\/5\ 31Pay) + |Par P3))
1
T = ﬁ@n@m — [ P2y P1y)
1 (S-12¢)
By D)) — |Bag D)),
\/5\ 31Pay) — |ParP3))
20 1
1Te") = *2(\4’1?‘1’50 — | P51 ®@1y)),
1
1) = ﬁ(\@m%w — | Pgr@1y)),
1 (S-12d)
TY?) = ——(|®yp ®gy) — [P Pyy)),
|T57) \/5(‘ 47 ®Pg)) — [PgrPyy))
02 1
Ty) = 7 (|P44P12y) — |P124Puay)) -

The subscript L (H) in Eq.(S-12d) and Eq. (S-17) carries the meaning of “lower” (“higher”) as it involves the lower
(higher) state for first-excited orbital, labeled as (n,m) = (1,—1) ((n,m) = (1,1)).

As mentioned above, the effective Hamiltonian block for the |SS) manifold can be simplified by assuming the
electrons only occupy the lowest single-particle state. This is due to the fact that for the ground |SS) eigenstate in
large detuning, both electrons in a DQD can occupy the lowest orbitals (Eq. (S-12a)), in contrast to the “repulsion”
experienced by electrons for |TT) eigenstate (Eq. (S-12d)). In the bases |$20)[S92),[S11)]|502), |S20)|S1L), |S11)|SL),

0 V2t V2t 0
Hss) — Ejg0)|g02) = gﬁ v _é]o e - _([)]0 g gi : (S-13)
0 V2t V2t U* —20U° 4 2¢
where
U* = Uss + Urg — 2U4,
U® = Uss — (Usg + Usz — Una) (S-14)

E=¢€3 —&1 =€3 &4 =€ — &5 =€E7 —€&€8=E€10 €9 =€11 — €12,
E|520>|502> = 2¢e1 + 2e4 + 2Uys + 4U14.

Different from the |SS) manifold, the effective Hamiltonian block for |T'T) includes two first-excited single-particle
states in each quantum dot, similar to n = 1, m = +1 Fock-Darwin states. The same holds for Hamiltonian blocks of
|ST) and |T'S).
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In the bases of {|T"1)|TM), [TH)[T(?%), |TH)|TE2), [TE0)TH), ITE)|TH), [TEO)TE?), ITEO) | TR), TR TE?), ITE0)|TH) }

E\Tn)\Tll) —to5 —tag tos tag 0 0 0 0
—t25 E‘T”HTEQ) 0 0 0 t25 t29 0 0
—t29 0 E\T11>|T§2> 0 0 0 0 tos tag
tos 0 0 E|T30)|T11) 0 —to5 0 —1og9 0
H\TT) = t29 0 0 E|T§“)|T11> 0 —t25 0 _t29 5 (8-15)
0 tos 0 —t25 0 E|T€°)|T€2) 0 0 0
0 tag 0 0 —to5 0 E|Tf“)|Tg2) 0 0
0 0 tos —ta9 0 0 0 E|T§IU)|T€2} 0
0 0 tog 0 —tag 0 0 0 E|Tfl°)\T32)
where
E|T11)\T11) - E|Tf°)\T§2) = Z'JLA + ULV — Ul\;[l + 2e — th_l — thl,
IR N
E|T11)\T€2) — E|T50>‘T§2) =3 _UL + UE - Q(Uﬁ —e+ ﬁwm)} + ¢,
1r.a
ElTllHTI(-)Iz) — E|TEO)\T§2) = 5 _UH + UI_I%' — Q(Uﬁ — €+ ﬁw1,_1)} + ¢,
lr.a o O
Bygzoyjrony — Biggoy gy = 5 UL+ UF = 20U — e+ hwn )] + e, (S-16)
1r.a
gy = Bazoyzgey = 5 Ui + U = 2(Uxt — 2 + hwl,—l)} te,
Ejzgo)rgz) = Broyrg) = Ur' — Unt + heor, -1 = Fng,
Ejzgo)rge) = Brzoyrgy) = Un — Unt — heor, 1 + By,
E\r20y 102y = Ej20y 702y = 261 + 284 + Ur12 + Us 12 + Uss + Urg + Ura + Uss + hewy 1 + I 1,
and
UL = 2Usq + 2Us + 2Uss + Ury — Uss,
Uﬁ = 2U34 + 2U13 + 2U39 + U14 — Ug 12,
Uy = Usz + Uss — 2Us3s,
Uy = Uasz + Ug 12 — 2Us3g, (S-17)
UL = Urs + (Urs + Us) + 2Uss + Uss,
Ui = Urs + (Urs + Urg) + (Uis + Ur.12) + Us 1,
UE = Ura + (U9 + Urg) + 2U7 12 + Ug 12,

hwp g = phwo + qhwe.

The effective Hamiltonian block for |ST) and |T'S) can be obtained using the same techniques used for |TT). In
the bases of {|S™)[T1), [$%0)[TH), |SM)|TL?), ST T?), [S*0)|T1?), |S*)TH) },

Ejg1y i1y V2t tas tag 0 0
\/ét E|Szo>|T11> 0 0 t25 t29
o tos 0 Ej g1y 702 0 V2o 0 S8
IST) = ta 0 0 E\g11y|792) 0 V2t | (5-18)
0 tos V2o 0 E|s20y 702 0
0 ta 0 V2t 0 E| 520y 702
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Supplementary Figure S6: Comparison of energy levels calculated using the Hamiltonian given by extended Hubbard Model
(dashed lighter lines) and those from the Full-CI calculation (solid colored lines) of a GaAs DDQD device for (a,d) |SS), (b,e)
|ST)/|TS) and (c,f) |TT). (a)-(c) are results for B = 0 while (d)-(f) are results for B = 0.104 T under “Outer” detuning.
Parameter used in the extended Hubbard model: ¢t = 5.3ueV, tas = tag = 8.0ueV, Uss = 1.82meV.

where

E\giy iy = 21 + 24 + 2U34 + 2U13 + Uy + 2¢,

E\g20y 711y = 2e1 + 264 + Usg + 2U13 + 2U14 + Uos + &,

Ejginyjpozy = 261 + 264 + Usa + U + Uss + Uss + Ura + Uss + € + w1,
E\su1y o2y = 261 + 264 + Usa + Urs + Urg + Usg + Ura + Usg + € + huwn 1,
Ejganyroz) = 261 + 264 + Uts + 2014 + 2Uss + Us + it _1,

Elsonng) =2¢e1 + 2e4 + Urg + 2U14 + 2Us9 + Ugs + Py 1.

(S-19)

H\rs) yields a similar form as H|gr), and we would not give its explicit form here. It is noted that when the magnetic
field is absent, B = 0, energy splitting of excited orbitals is absent as well, giving an effective Hamiltonian block

for [TT) (IST)) spamned by {|TnT), (1TeTr) + (TaTa) ) V2 (TTE) + [THTH) +ITRTE) + [THTE) /2
({1SM Ty, |S20TM), (|SMTR2) + [SUTH)) /v2, (1S20TP2) + |S?°TF?)) /v/2}) while other energetically relevant
eigenstates decouple from the logical subspace. For simplicity, we only show the dot-occupation and discard the
subscripts L and H in Fig. S7, S8 and Fig. 2 in the main text.

B. Correspondence between Full-CI and extended Hubbard model

Supplementary Fig. S6 compares the energy levels obtained using the Hamiltonian given by extended Hubbard
Model (Sec. IV A, dashed light blue lines) and those from the Full-CI calculation (solid colored lines) for a GaAs
DDQD device. The similarity validates the accuracy of the extended Hubbard model when used in our problem.

V. COMPARISON BETWEEN “OUTER, “CENTER” AND “RIGHT” DETUNING SCHEMES

In this section we compare the “Outer, “Center” and “Right” detuning schemes. We first discuss the results of
GaAs DDQD device (Supplementary Fig. S7) and compare to results for silicon system shown in Supplementary
Fig. S8. For a GaAs DDQD device, the eigenenergies of four logical states, |SS), |ST), |T'S) and |TT) are shown in
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Supplementary Figure S7: Eigenenergies of four logical states, |SS),|ST),|T'S) and |TT) for (a,d) “Outer”, (b,e) “Center”,
(c,f) “Right” detuning scheme. (a)-(c) are results for B = 0 while (d)-(f) are results for B = 0.087 T. The results are calculated
for GaAs quantum-dot device with parameters given in Table S-I.
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Supplementary Figure S8: Eigenenergies of four logical states, |SS),|ST),|T'S) and |TT) for (a,d) “Outer”, (b,e) “Center”,
(c,f) “Right” detuning scheme. (a)-(c) are results for B = 0 while (d)-(f) are results for B = 0.165 T. The results are calculated
for Si quantum-dot device with parameters given in Table S-1.

Supplementary Fig. S7. The left, middle and right column are for “Outer, “Center” and “Right” schemes respectively,
while the upper and/lo\wer rows are for B = 0 and B = 0.087 T respectively. It is found that the overlap in the A range
between |SS) and |TT) under external magnetic field is only found for the “Outer” and “Right” detuning schemes,
but not for the ”Center” scheme. Therefore the nearly-sweet-spot regime only exists for the “Outer” and “Right” |
but not ”Center” scheme. This is also consistent with results shown in Fig. 3 of the main text.

Among the “Outer” and “Right” schemes, the value of capacitive coupling in the nearly-sweet-spot regime, a is
stronger for “Outer” as compared to the “Right” scheme, as shown in Supplementary Fig. S9 (a), indicating that a
choice of detuning value in the nearly-sweet-spot regime of the “Outer” scheme is superior than others.

Supplementary Fig. S8 shows the eigenenergies of logical states for a silicon DDQD device. In this calculation,
we only consider the orbital degree of freedom and neglect the valley splitting. While the experimental measured
value of the valley spitting ranges from =~ 0.2 meV [68] to 23 meV [69, 70], dynamics involving mixture between
different branches of valleys can still be safely ignored as the inter-valley tunnel coupling and Coulomb interaction are
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Supplementary Figure S9: (a) Capacitive coupling strength, «, as a function of detuning deduced from Supplementary Fig. S7
(Supplementary Fig. S8) (d)-(f) for GaAs at B =0.087 T (b) Results for silicon at B = 0.165 T

Charge state Multi-particle antisymmetrized state
|(1715171)> |S(¢1©2)>‘S(¢3®4)>

(1,1,1,1))" S(01P2))|S(P5Ps)),[S (P2 P5))[S(P5Ps))
(L1,1,1)* S(2192))[5(P3P12)),[S(P2Pg))[S(P3P4))
(1’ 1,0, 2)>/|(2’ 0,1, 1)> S((D1¢)2)> S(¢4¢)4)>’|S(¢)1¢1)>|S(¢)3¢’4)>
(17 1, 07 2)>*/|(2, 07 1’ 1)>* S((I)l(PQ» S((I)4(I>8)>7|S((I)1(I>5)>|S((I)3<I)4)>
(1715072)>**/|( 50a171)>** S((I)l(b2)> S(¢4®12)>7‘S(¢1®9)>‘S((I)S(D4)>
(2,0,0,2)) S(0191))[S(4P4))

(2,0,0,2))" S(@181))[5(4P5))[S(B15))[S(®:194)]
(2,0,0,2))" S(@191))[5(P4P12)),[S(R1Py))[S(P4P4))

Supplementary Table S-1I: Charge states of interest of |S\S) in the entire range of detuning.

exceedingly small [71], which was also observed in experiment [72]. The left, middle and right column of Supplementary
Fig. S8 are for “Outer, “Center” and “Right” schemes respectively, while the upper and lower rows are for B = 0 and

= 0.165 T respectively. The main results are blmllar to GaAs system, cf. Supplementary Fig. S7. It is noted that
at B = 0 and in the “Outer” scheme, |S S) and |TT) yield a larger 2 A range as compared to the GaAs system. For the

“Right” scheme, the overlap in the A range between \SS} and |TT> occur even at B = 0. However, due to the near
degeneracy between |TT) and |T'S), the capacitive coupling strength is largely suppressed, cf. Supplementary Fig. S9
(b). The near degeneracy between |T'T) and |T'S) in the nearly-sweet-spot regime is due to |S*17T°?) being the |ST)
eigenstate instead of |S92T!!) for GaAs system. Overall, the “Outer” scheme at B = 0.165 T is superior than others
as it yields a nearly-sweet-spot regime (cf. Fig. S8 (d)), while exhibiting a strong capacitive coupling, see Fig. S9 (b).

VI. EXISTENCE OF NEARLY SWEET SPOT REGION

In this section, we show that the existence of nearly-sweet-spot regime is not specific to the parameters chosen in
our paper, but rather general under reasonable assumptions. We assume that in the DDQD system, a maximum of
one electron is allowed to be excited from the ground configuration, as configurations involving two or more excited
electron would have much lower probability. This assumption allows us to safely discard higher energy excitations and
simplifies the calculations. We will use (ni,n2,ns,nq4) to denote the number of electrons occupying each dot, where
n; indicates number of electrons in the jth dot. As noted in the main text, here we focus on the “Outer” scheme only.
Furthermore, we assume the DDQD system is symmetric under the reflection at x = 0. This assumption leads to the
same confinement strength for all the dots (cf. Eq. (1) in the main text) and symmetric detunings for both DQDs
(cf. Eq. (4) in the main text). This allows us to reduce the components to be taken into consideration for each logical
state such that the relational equations can be simplified to observe their dependencies on magnetic field strength.

A. A range of |SS)

The relevant charge states for |SS) in the entire range of detuning are
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In Supplementary Table S-II we have defined:

W@ﬂm>=§;@ﬂ%o+@m®0x

1S(@;®;)) = |j42;y), (5-20)

| ®(r) T (wr) Pj(r2) T (w2)
[®51®Phe) = 1y (r1) L (wr) Drlra) L (w2)|’

where 1 (}) is the spin up (down) state and ®; is jth single-particle orbital as shown in Supplementary Fig. S5. The
single and double asterisk(s) on the superscript of |(n1,n2, ng, n4)) indicate an electron occupying the orbital indexed as
5<j<8(n=1,m= -1, for a single asterisk) and 9 < j <12 (n = 1,m = 1, for double asterisks), respectively. The
calculation can be further simplified by recognizing that some charge states are degenerate, e.g. |S(®1P2))|S(P4Ps))
and |S(®1P5))|S(P3P4)). Hence, each charge state can be represented by only one of its corresponding multi-particle
state, e.g. [(1,1,1,1))* by |S(®1P2))|S(P3Ps)), and |(1,1,0,2)) by |S(P1P2))|S(P4P4)). We denote the probability
of electron excitation to higher orbitals by 1, and the corresponding charge state |ex(n1, na, ng,n4)). The expressions
of |S11811) [ |SS) and |S2°5°2) are thus linear combinations of the corresponding charge states,

1SS = ¢, (L L1, 1) 4 ¢,y (L 1L L DY 4+ gy (L1, L, 1D)) +mya,naaplex(1, 1,1, 1)),

(S-21a)
18) = ¢j1,1.02)1(1,1,0,2)) + €1,1,02))+1 (1, 1,0,2))" + ¢1,1.020) -+ (1, 1,0,2))™ (S-21D)
+ 71,102y lex(1,1,0,2)),
|5295%2) = ¢1(2,0,0,29)1(2,0,0,2)) + €(2,0,0,2))- (2, 0,0,2))" + €|(2,0,0,2))+ (2, 0,0, 2)) ™ (S-21c)
+ 7)(2,0,0,2)y[€x(2, 0,0, 2)),
where the coeflicients satisfy the normalization condition,
2 2 2
eyl + leia iy |* + e * + ey =1,
2
e ooy |+ lea oy + o2y + [masoapl” =1, (5-22)
2
lelz00.2))| + |C\<27o,o,2>> +leieo02y | + Mmoo =1

The relationships between coefficients c|...y in Eq. (S-21) are summarized in Eq. (S-23) below. Egs. (S-23a)-(S-23c) are
obtained by noting that electrons energetically favor the lowest orbitals. In (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1, 1) charge configurations,
double electron occupancy on one dot implies that the two electrons favor to occupy different orbitals on the same
dot as the Coulomb repulsion on the same orbital is stronger, e.g. U5 < U;. Such repulsion effect is less pronounced
in the (1,1,1,1) charge configuration. Similar reasoning applies when comparing the (1,1,0,2) and (2,0,0,2) charge
configurations, resulting in Egs. (S-23d—S-23f). Also, the enhancement of the magnetic field lowers the energies
of orbitals with m < 0, increasing the probability for electrons to occupy those orbitals to mitigate strong on-site
Coulomb interaction, U;. Such effect is more significant for eigenstates with more doubly-occupied dots, i.e. the
effect for (1,1,0,2) is stronger than (1,1,1,1), but the effect is strongest for (2,0,0,2). These considerations lead to
Eq. (S-23g).

e > lean-| > laany-|, (S-23a)

laia02n | > leranozy| > leanozy-|, (S-23b)

lci0.0.20) ] > |eiz002)+ | > [i2,0,0,20y 5 (S-23¢)

‘C|(1,1,1 1) | > ‘C|(1,1,0 2)) ‘C|(2 0,0 2))‘ (S-23d)

|C\(1,1,171) |C|(1,1,0 2))* (S-23e)

ety | > |C|<1,1,o,2>>** |C|<2,o,o,2>>** ’ (S-23f)

Meoozy|” = [marozy” > Imasozy” = e |- (S-23g)
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Supplementary Figure S10: Energy level structures for (a) |SS) and (b) |T'T) for different magnetic field strength as indicated.

We can therefore obtain the starting, A*—  and ending ,A points of the A range of |§5’>, which are also

*
[SS),s \g:"a'},e . -
the avoided-crossing points, by equating the eigenenergies of |S11S11) with |SS) and |SS) with |S20S5%2) respectively.
The results are,
)]

2) - (‘C|1102>’2 + 2 cj1102)- ?

)
)

2) - (‘C|2002>’2 + 2 |¢j2002)- ?

)

2
- |C\1102)*

* = [ 2 2
A\was ~ Ej111y,1102) + Iwe (|C\1111>| - |c|1102>} ) +2 (|q1111>*

~ r 2
= Ej1111),)1102) + hwe (|C\1111>’ +2|ej1111)- )}
- - (S-24a)
~ Ej1111,)1102) + Iwe

(|0\1111>|2 + |C|1111>* 2) - ({0\1102>|2 + |C|1102>*

et - 2 2
~ By o + e |02y ]” = i)
A

2
- ’0\2002>*

Té’TS’),e ~ E\1102>,|2002> + hwe :(|C\1102>|2 - |C|2002)‘2) +2 (|C\1102>*

= Ej1102),j2002) + hwe {(|0\1102> |2 + 2|09 )} (S-24b)

~ E\1102>,|2002) + hwe :(!C\1102>|2 + |C|1102>* 2) - (|C\2002>|2 + |C|2002)*

~ r 2 2
~ Ej1102),12002) + hwe ’77|(2,0,0,2)>| - ‘77|(1,1,0,2)>| } ;
where
~ 2 2 2
Ej1,1,1,1)),1(1,1,0,2)) = U1s + Ura — Uzqg — Uas + |C|(1,170,2)>| (Ur = Uss) + hwo (|C|(1,171,1)>| - |C|(1,170,2))| ) )

E|(1,1,o,2)>,\(2,o,o,2)> =2U14 — Uszq —2U13 + Un (1 - |C\(1,1,o,2)> \2 + ’C\(2,0,0,2)) |2) + hwg (‘C|(1,1,o,2)> ’2 - \C|(2,o,o,2)> |2) .
(5-25)

It is reasonable to assume that although electrons may excite to higher orbitals, the probability of such excitation
is low, i.e. ’c‘.4.>* < |C|...>|7 as suggested by Egs. (S-23a) and (S-23b), giving the third lines of Eq. (S-24a) and
Eq. (S-24b). The forth lines of Eq. (S-24a) and Eq. (S-24b) are obtained by applying the normalization condition,
Eq. (S-22).

We are interested in the magnetic field dependence of the avoided-crossing points, i.e. 8AT§§> i /O(hw,.) and
BAT%) e/a(hwc). Implied by Egs. (S-23d)-(S-23f)), the square brackets in the first lines of Eq. (S-24a) yield pos-
itive values. Also Eq. (S-23g) suggests that the value of the square bracket in the fourth line of Eq. (S-24b) is greater

than that in Eq. (S-24a). These considerations imply that both Ar§§> . and AE@ . increase with increasing magnetic

field, while the former increases faster. We therefore have,

ATSTS),@ — ATS"‘S’},S X h/wc. (8—26)

This behavior is consistent with the result of Full-CI calculation, shown in Supplementary Fig. S10(a).
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Charge state Multi-particle antisymmetrized state
|(1’1’171)> ) |T(¢1¢2)>‘T(¢3¢'4)>

|(171a072)>R* |T((I)1(I)2)>‘T((I)4(I)8)>

(1,1,0,2)*™ T (D1 P2))|T(PsP12))
(2,0,0,2))" T (21P5))|T (s Ps))
|(2’07072>>L*R*** |T(<I)1<I)5)>‘T((I)8CI)12)>
|(2707072)>L***R*** |T((I)5<I)9)>‘T((I)8(I)12)>

Supplementary Table S-III: Charge states of interest of |T'T) in the entire range of detuning.

B. A range of \ﬁ)

The relevant charge states for |[T'T) in the entire range of detuning are
In Supplementary Table S-IIT we have defined

L
V2

We use the superscripts to indicate which electron occupies higher energy states. In the superscripts, L and R
indicate that the electron concerned is in the left and right DQD respectively. The number of asterisks indicates the
number of excitation to the higher orbital with respect to ground orbital. For example, in the (1,1,0,2) charge state,
the ground state configuration of |T'T) is |T(®1P2))|T(P4Ps)), of which an electron in the right DQD occupies the first
excited orbital, ®g, is denoted as |(1,1,0,2))% . If we move an electron in ®, in the right DQD to the second higher
orbitals, @5 (state No. 12), the resultant charge state |T(®1®2))|T(®s®P12)) is then denoted as |(1,1,0,2))% " as the
total number of excitations of the electrons from ground orbitals is three. For degenerate states, we keep only one of
them and discard others as their coefficients can be absorbed into those shown in Table S-III. Also, we empirically
found that the Coulomb interaction between two dots in a DQD is similar regardless of the level of excitations, e.g.
Usy = U = Uy 10. This allows us to neglect the excitation when each DQD is in (1,1) charge configuration, as it is
energetically unfavorable to occupy higher orbitals in the inter-dot case. On the other hand, the on-site (inter-orbital)
Coulomb repulsion is weaker when higher orbitals are involved, e.g. Usg < Uys < Uy. Therefore, for a doubly—occugigd
quantum dot, an electron will favor to occupy excited orbitals. Near the avoid-crossing between |T11T*!) and |T'T)
at small detuning, the charge states are

IT(®;Px)) = —= (1254 Pry) — [PrrPjy)) - (5-27)

‘T11T11> ~ |(1717171)>7 (8_283‘)
ITT) ~ |(1,1,0,2))%". (S-28b)

At larger detuning, near the avoided-crossing between |ﬁ> and |T2°T°2) the charge states are

) = oy (L L 02N+ (1L, 10,25
+Mj1,1,0,2)lex(1,1,0,2)),
[T2°7%) = g 075 (2,0,0,2)°% 4+ ey e

+ 7)(2,0,0,2)y[€x(2, 0,0, 2)).

(S-29a)

(2,0,0, 2)>]L*RM + €/(2,0,0,2))L7 7 mr 1(2,0,0, 2)>JL***R***

(S-29b)
The relationship between the coefficients in Eq. (S-29) are given as:
2 2 2
e |+ laapozy= "+ masoan | =1, (5-302)
2 2 2 2
leiz002p |+ le@oo2y= [+ @002y + |maro2| =1, (5-30Db)
2 2
lejr02n= | > lejoozyes | (8-30¢)

Egs. (S-30a)-(S-30b) are obtained from the normalization condition, while Eq. (S-30¢) is found by recognizing that the
Coulomb repulsion effect is more pronounced for |(2,0,0,2))~®" than |(1,1,0,2))®, so that electrons |(2,0,0,2))-" &
favor occupying highly-lying orbitals, resulting in a higher energy state with lower probability than the latter. We
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Charge state Multi-particle antisymmetrized state
(1,1,1,1)) S(01P2))[T(P3Ps))

(1L,1,1,1))" S(2192))|T(P3Ps)),[S(P2Ps5))|T(P3Ps))
(1,1,1,1))* S(®192))|T(P3P12)), |S(‘I’2 0))|T(P3P4))
(L1,0,2)/[@0 1) [|5(®182))T(®482)),|5(®:%1))[T(®384))
(1’1’072)>*/|(2’ a171)>* S((I)I‘I)2)> T((I)4<I)8)>’ ((I) (1)5» T((I)3¢)4)>
|(1’1’072>>* /|( 707171)>** |S(¢1(D2)>|T((I)4‘I)l2)> |S(<I> ¢9)>|T(@3(I)4)>

Supplementary Table S-IV: Charge states of interest of |ST) near the avoided crossing between |S''T') and |SZ°T!1).

then obtain A* by equating the eigenenergies of |[T*'7T!!) and |TT> at smaller detuning and A% . by equating

|TT),s
the eigenenergies of |T'T) and |T207%2) at larger detuning, giving

ITT),e

At~ B 102) — hwe, (S-31a)

|TT),s
2 2
)+ (e noane | = ooy ) }
(S-31b)

Ay~ A & Blain o) T Ejaie2).@002)

2
+ hwc { |:1 — (’C‘(Q,O,O,Q»U‘*R*

+ |ej2,0,0,2)y0757

where

E\(1,1,1,1)>,\(1,1,0,2)) = Uis + Usg — Usa — Ura + (U1 — Usy) |C\171,072>R*

2
(2 = |02 ) )
E\(1,1,0,2)>,\(2,0,0,2)) = Usg + 2U14 — Uzq — 2U13 (S-32)
2
+ (Usg — Urs + wo) (|C|(1,17o,2)>m* ) + 2hwp.

2 2
= 2]ej2002y7% | — |ej2.0.0.2)7m0

Again, we are interested in the the magnetic-field dependence of the avoided-crossing points, i.e. 8A‘*TT /0(hw,)
and 8ATTT /O0(fwe). Eq. (S-31a) shows that a stronger magnetic field leads to a smaller value of A\:/F?) . Also,
Eq. (S-30b) and Eq. (S-30¢) suggest that the curly bracket in Eq. (S-31b) yields a positive value, so that the A range

of |ﬁ) increases with the magnetic field as
(Arm ~ At ) o Fue. (S-33)

These results are again consistent with those from the Full-CI calculation, as can be seen in Supplementary Fig. S10(b).

C. A range of |[S*°T") and |T''S%%)

We denote the starting and ending A values of |S?0T!!) as Afgpy s and Afgp  respectively (cf. Supplementary

Fig. S7(d)). Near the avoided crossing between [S11T') and |520T11> the relevant charge states for |ST') are
To avoid confusion, we emphasize that even though the notations for charge states here are same as those shown
in Supplementary Sec. VI A, they refer to |ST) instead of |S.S). We have

ISUTY) = a1 [(L 1L, 1,1) + ¢y [(1L 1,1, 1))* 4 ¢

(]-7 ]-7 ]-7 1)>** + 77\(1,1,1,1)) |eX(]—7 ]-7 17 ]-)>7

(S-34a)
12T = ¢j1,1,02)[(1,1,0,2)) + €11,1,0,2))+ 1(1, 1,0, 2)) " + €11,1,0,29y++1 (1,1, 0, 2))* (S-34b)
+M)(1,1,0,2) lex(1,1,0,2)).
Equating the eigenenergies of |S'T!) with |S?0T!) gives that
. ~ 2 2 2
Alsry s & By, 1102y + hwe [<|C|1111)| - ’0\1102>| ) +2 (|C\1111>* - ‘C|1102>* )} ; (S-35)
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where
=~ 2 2 2
Ej11,000011.02) = Uts + Uta = Uss = Uss + [ej 09| (U = Uss) + two (Jeiaan | = lejaaoan ) - (5-36)

Eq. (S-35) yields the same expression as the first line of Eq. (S-24a), implying that

Atsgy = Alsry,e: (8-37)

Near the avoided crossing between |S2°T11) and |S297°2), we focus on the main composition of states |ST) and
|TT). The relevant charge states are

|SPOTHY ~ |S(®1D01))|T(P3D4)), (S-38a)
|S20T%%) = |S(®191))|T(P4Ps)), (S-38Db)

ITT) ~ |T(®,®5))|T(P3P4)), (S-38c)
|T20T0%) ~ |T(®,®5))|T(D4P3)). (S-38d)

The charges states with excited orbitals as shown in Eq. (S-29) are not considered here for the purpose of comparison
between the |ST) and |T'T) charge state. For degenerate states, we keep only one of them and discard others as their
coefficients can be absorbed into those shown in Eq. (S-38). Also, we empirically found that the Coulomb interaction

between two dots is similar regardless of the level of excitations, e.g. Uy = Uyg =~ Uys. We then obtain A%ﬁ . by

equating the eigenenergies of |ﬁ> and |T%0792) and Algry . by equating the eigenenergies of |S29T11) and |S29792),
giving

Afsry,e ® Uis = (Uis + Uss) — Usa + (Usas + Uss) + hwo — lew, (S-39a)
Al U5 — (U13 + Uss) — Usa + (Uss + Uss) + hwo — hw,
ITT) e (S-39b)

~ Uis — (Uis + Uiz) — Uss + (Uss + Uss) + hwo — hewe.
Eq. (S-39) shows that
157, ° Arﬁ%e' (S-40)

Eq. (5-37) and Eq. (S-40) are consistent with results from the Full-CI calculation, as can be seen in Supplementary
Fig. S7(d). Since the eigenenergy of |T'S) is the same as that of |ST') for the “Outer” scheme, the starting and ending
points of the A range of |[T*1S%2) are identical to those of |ST).

D. Nearly sweet spot regime and strong inter-qubit coupling

To perform a high fidelity two-qubit gate, we need on one hand substantially suppressed charge-noises, i.e.
oI JOA — 0, 0JEE/OA — 0 and Ja/OA — 0, and on the other hand a strong inter-qubit coupling a to limit
the exposure to other decoherence channels. To satisfy the first condition, we need a relatively wide A range where
0E|s55y/0A = OE|g1y/0A =~ 0E|pg)/0A ~ 0Eirry/0A. Concerning the second condition, we note that an electron
of [T92) (|T?°)) has to occupy an excited orbital, while both electrons of |SY2) (|S29)) can occupy the ground orbital.
Therefore the difference of single-particle energy due to orbital effect, fiwg contributes to strong inter-qubit capacitive
coupling, &, as

a= i [(Uz2s — Uaa) + (Urs — Ura) + (Urs — Uss) + (wo — hwe)] - (5-41)
We emphasize that & is the a value where da/OA = 0, (cf. Supplementary Fig. S9). As stated in the previous section,
we found that the inter-dot Coulomb interaction is not considerably dependent on the orbital excitation, while the
on-site Coulomb interaction is weaker when an electron occupies an excited orbital, e.g. Uy < U;. Hence, Eq. (S-41)
predicts that the capacitive coupling in this case should primarily depend on the on-site Coulomb interaction and
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Supplementary Figure S11: The values of 8J°%/OA evaluated at the A value when « reaches its maximal value & in the
nearly-sweet-spot regime for (a) GaAs and (b) silicon. The results are obtained for “Outer” scheme.

orbital excitation energy. To facilitate later discussions, we note that

OA*

188 S-42a
1) >0, ( )
AN

s 4 (S-42b)
d(hw) ’

where Eq. (5-42a) is given by the last line of Eq. (S-24b) while Eq. (S-42b) is derived from Eq. (S-31a).

When the magnetic field increases, AI 55 ¢ increases (Eq. (S-42a)), while ATﬁ) , decreases (Eq. (S-42b)), making

it possible an overlap between the A ranges of |§:S’> and |ﬁ> above certain magnetic field strength, satisfying

Alsgy .= Dty > 0. (S-43)

Also, since Afgp &~ A\%T‘?% ATSS> (Eq. (5-37)) and Afgp, . A‘ﬁ > ATTT (Eq. (S-40)), the overlap
will occur simultaneously for all logical eigenstates |SS), [S20T11), |T11592) and |TT>. In addition, the A ranges
of |[SS) and |ﬁ) increase with the magnetic field, given by Eq. (S-26) and (S-33), making the overlap range wide
enough. Therefore, we have demonstrated that at sufficiently large magnetic field, the DDQD system will exhibit a
nearly-sweet-spot regime for both single-qubit exchange interactions and the inter-qubit capacitive coupling, and at
the same time the capacitive coupling can be strong.

VII. EFFECT OF STRONG MAGNETIC FIELD

Supplementary Fig. S11 (a) show the value of 9.J/OA for larger magnetic field strength for of GaAs system. It
is observed that the 0.Jf/OA is further suppressed along with the increase of magnetic field strength. Although
the capacitive coupling strength decreases with magnetic field strength, the value is large enough to perform a fast
entangling gate. Supplementary Fig. S11 (b) shows the results for silicon system. In contrast to GaAs system, the
suppression of 9.J°F/0A along with magnetic field strength is accompanied with the increase of capacitive coupling
strength.

VIII. CAPACITIVE COUPLING STRENGTH
A. DModerately large detuning range at both weak and strong magnetic field strength

The capacitive coupling at moderately large detuning range can be understood qualitatively using Hund-Mulliken
approximation [39]. In that detuning regime, when |S°?) is energetically inaccessible, the lowest singlet state of single
DQD is a hybridized state of [S') and |S29),

|1S) = sin 0]S%°) + cos 0] S, (S-44)
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Supplementary Figure S12: Relation between effective exchange energies, J£f and J£f, and capacitive coupling strength, a.
The results are obtained for GaAs system at (a)-(b) B =0 T and (c)-(e) B = 0.104T. The gray horizontal line indicates the
capacitive coupling strength reported by [2], Tent = 140 ns (Tent = 7/(2cx)), at which the calculated effective exchange energies
are 911 MHz and 608 MHz for B = 0 and B = 0.104 T respectively. The parameters are (a) C' = 2.1 x 1072 peV, £ = 1.015, (b)
C=10"" peV, £ =1.012, (c) C =3.4% 1072 peV, (d) C = 4.25 peV, Arer = 1.93 meV and (e) £ = 1.

while |T') = |T''). The mixing angle 6 is introduced to parameterize the hybridization and is defined as

2v21 (S-45)

tanf = .
UOS—A—V++\/(UOS—A—V+)2+8t2

The single qubit exchange energy, J(A), is

J(A):V,—% [U—A+V+—\/(UOS—A—V+)2+8t2 : (S-46)

Projecting H, Eq. (S-9), onto the subspace spanned by {|SS), |ST),|TS), |TT)}, up to O[t2/(Ues — Vi — A)?], we
obtain

o . 1 2t2
JLH(A) = JRff(A) =A—-Uy+V_+ Z <3U14 —2Us4 — Ugg) — (UOS - V+ - A>2 [(Uos — V+ — A) + Uig — U24]
3
t
+o|(g=v=a) |

(S-47a)

(A) = 2 (Ura = 2054 + Ung) |1 4t col(—t Y (S-47D)
(67 = 4 14 24 23 (UOS A V+)2 Uos — ‘/+ _A )

where A > U, — V4 and t/(Uss — Vo — A) is small. Note that |§> here denote hybridized single state for single qubit,
instead of the |SS) at the nearly-sweet-spot region. Eq. S-47 is obtained for “Outer” scheme. From Eq. (S-47), we
obtain

t2Ujk
(Uos - V+ - A)3

aIeT oIt 21

(S-48)

= = +
OA — 9A (Uos — Vi — A)?
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Hence,

oJet 9 et
OA OA’
conforming with the experimental result that a(A) oc (OJET/0A)(OJST/OA) 2, 34]. Also, Eq. (S-49) shows that it
is the dipole-dipole interaction mediating the capacitive coupling. Supplemental Fig. S12 (a) and (c) shows that this
relation holds for either weak and strong applied magnetic field strengths. We believe that the relation, o o JEHJ]EH,
which is widely adopted in experiments [2, 34], is on one hand empirical as it is not evident from Eq. (S-47), but on

the other hand is a very good approximation since numerical results show good agreements in certain detuning range,
cf. Fig. S12 (a) and (c).

a(A) = — (Urg — 2Uz4 + Us3) (S-49)

B~ =

B. Large detuning at weaker magnetic field strength

At much larger detuning, |SS) enters |$295°2) region while |T'T) persists in [T*T) state due to Pauli exclusion
principle. This corresponds to our calculation result for small magnetic field strength, at which the energy levels are
similar to the one presented for B = 0 T, cf. Supplementary Fig. S7 (a) and S8 (a). From Eq. (S-47) and Eq. (S-48),

a9t

= ~ S-50a

oA~ on ! (5-50a)
1

a(A) = 1 (Ura — 2Uz4 + Us3) (S-50b)

as A > (Uos — V) at much larger detuning. Eq. (S-50) shows a(A) o (9JF%/0A)(0JEE/OA) is valid in this detuning
range, which is confirmed with numerical result, cf. Supplementary Fig. S12 (b). However, o o< JEEJE! is not valid
in this regime, as J& and JE¥ increases along with A while « is remains constant, cf. Fig. 2 (a) and (b) in the main
text.

C. Large detuning at strong magnetic field strength

When the applied magnetic field strength is strong, the behavior of capacitive coupling shows two different cases at
large detuning. Using the result of GaAs DDQD device at B = 0.087 T as an example (Supplementary Fig. S7 (a)),

we focus on two large detuning ranges: (1) between Arﬁs),s and A\*ﬁm and (2) ATTT),S and A|*§§>,e' The values of

JEB, TS and « exhibit the same behavior at B = 0.104T (Fig. 2 (b) and (d)).

The logical subspace in case (1) is spanned by {|SS), [S20T11) |T11802) |TU1T11)}. Using the extended Hubbard
Model introduced in Supplementary Sec. IV A and include additional exchange Coulomb term, we have

: 1
Jgeff — geff _ 1 (A = Uss + Uig — Urs + Uzg — 3UY,) (S-51a)
1
a=7 (A = Uos + Uiz — Urg + Uzz — 3U1,), (S-51b)
where we obtain
It 9 Jett
XA A (S-52)

conforming with the numerical result, cf. Supplementary Fig. S12 (d). Eq. (S-51b) suggests the capacitive coupling
strength is mediated by dipole-dipole interaction and electrostatic detuning energy.

In case (2), the logical subspace is spanned by {|SS), [S20T'1), |T118%2) |TT)}. This results in

1
Jeft = geff — 1 [(Fwo — hwe) 4 (Urs — Ugg) + (Uzg — Uag) + (Urg — Urg) + (—2U5, — USs)] (S-53a)
1
a=- [(wo — hwe) 4 (Urs — Ugs) + (Uag — Uag) + (Urg — Ura) + (22U, — Uss)] . (S-53b)

In the limit of weak exchange Coulomb terms, %> which are typically much smaller compared to on-site and inter-
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dot Coulomb interactions, Uy and Uj, we recover the result obtained from extended Hubbard Model, Eq. (S-41).
Eq. (5-53b) suggests that the capacitive coupling in the nearly-sweet-spot region is mediated by the on-site Coulomb
interactions and orbital excitation energy.

IX. SYSTEM BATH HAMILTONIAN

The Hamiltonian of a DDQD in a noisy environment can be expressed as [73]:

H = Hint + Hz + HSOI + thp + Hel—ph + th + HLp

~ (S-54)

=H+ Hcl—ph + th + H<p,
where Hj, is the system Hamiltonian of interest, H, the Zeeman term, Hgor the spin-orbit coupling, Hyy, the
hyperfine coupling, Hei.pn the electron-phonon interaction, Hpy the phonon bath, and H, the dephasing Hamiltonian.
We have

H = Hyn, + H, + Hsor + Huyy, (S-55a)

m:%@, (S-55b)

Hsor ~ g*up(r x B) - o, (S-55¢)

Hyyp Afz [T, (S-55d)

Hopn = Y Wi(@)aqee'” + He,, (S-55¢)
a.s

Hypp = Z hwas <a23aqs + ;) . (S-55f)
a.s

Hy = Hy, + Hypp + Hyyy, (S-55g)

where E, = g*upB is the Zeeman energy, g* the effective Landé-g factor, up the Bohr magneton, B = |B| the
magnetic field strength, and op = o - eg the Pauli spin operator along the direction of the magnetic field. The
hyperfine coupling strength AE, couples states |S!) and |T!!) of a DQD. W,(q) is the strength of electron-phonon
interaction with phonon of type s and wave vector q, while ags (aqgs) creates (anmnihilates) a phonon. The dispersion
relation for the phonon is assumed to be wqs = qvs [74]. Hy,, , H,, and H,, , are charge-noise-induced dephasing terms
on the single-qubit exchange energies, J& (for the left DQD), J& (for the right DQD) and the capacitive coupling
between the left and right DQD, «, respectively.

To obtain the master equation, we first apply a unitary transformation, ﬁ, that diagonalizes H , resulting in an
effective Hamiltonian, Hq + Hqpn + Hph as

~ 1
UHU' = H, = 5 g'up B (0. @ 1)+ B (I®0.)+ Bffio. ® 0.] (S-56a)
ﬁHel_phﬁT = Hq_ph = Hq_phdep + Hq_phre17 (S—56b)
(S-56¢)
where
1
Haph,,, = §Q*MB [6BL (0. ® 1) +6Br (I ®0:) + 6Bir (02 ® 02)], (S-57a)
1 *
Heyph,, = 59 1B Z 0Bjk(ojk + Hoc.). (S-57b)

i<k

Bﬁﬁ, Bﬁ{f and Bﬂg are the effective magnetic field while 0By, 6 Br, 0 BLr and §B;;, are phonon-induced noisy terms.
ojr = jk' are the coupling operators between logical states, with {j,k} € {|T'T),|T'S),|ST),|SS)}. The subscripts
“dep” and “rel” refers to phonon induced pure dephasing and relaxation effect respectively.
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A. Charge-noise dephasing v,

The charge-noise dephasing effect can be modeled as time-varying fluctuations on exchange energies and the capac-
itive coupling, i.e.

Hy, = 0055(8) (00 @ 1) = tn, (0 @ 1) fo(t) = hun (0. & 1) / o),

Hﬁp]R = 5Jﬂe§ff(t) (I X Jz) = hVR (I® Uz) fw(t) = hV]R (I@ Uz) /Oo f@(W)ethdw, (8—58)
Hy,, =6a(t) (0, ®0.) = hwir (02 ® 02) fi,(t) = g (0. ® 02) /OO fg;(w)ei“’tdw,

where §J8(¢), 6 J5(¢), and §JEE(¢) are the fluctuations of exchange energies and the capacitive coupling as functions
of time, respectively, f,(t) is a random function of time with zero mean, while v1,/g and v g are the coupling
magnitudes with exchange energies, Jfﬂ, Jﬁff and the capacitive coupling, a respectively. Also, we use the identity
fo(t) = [T, fo(w)e™ dw to write Hy, in the frequency space.

We apply the unitary transformation U , on the Hamiltonian Eq. (S-54), and move to the rotating frame defined by
the transformation U = exp|—i(Hq + Hpn)t/h]. We have

UﬁHmﬁTUT =l (0, ®1) / fo(w)e™tdw, (S-59a)
GUH,, 010" = hvg (I © 0.) / Folw)e“dw, (S-59b)
GUH,, U0 = g (0. @ 0.) / folw)e . (S-59¢)

Eq. (S-59) implies the dephasing rates [75]:

Yo = 2025 (w — 0),
Yow = 2ES(w — 0), (S-60)
Yorr = 21/]124]1{5((*) - 0)
Since v, vg and v g indicate the sensitivity of exchange energies and the capacitive coupling to the charge noise,
they can be parameterized by 0JT/0A, 0JE/OA and da/OA, respectively. We therefore have
v o O /DA,
vr o OJETJOA, (S-61)
R X OafOA,

resulting in

Y G
Tee =0\ [97/0A],,)

_ (oI an 2
= R I S-62
s W([@J/@A]ref) ! (562

Yoz = Vo (%)2,

ref

where Tp = 1 /Y, is the reference charge-noise dephasing time while [0J/0A],¢s is the reference derivative of the
exchange energy, J, with respect to detuning.

For GaAs system, we refer to spin-echo measurement results by [54]. At temperature 7 = 50 mK, the shortest
dephasing time yields 75 ~ 1 ps when J = 350 MHz and [0.J/0V],; ~ 1.13 x 103> MHz/mV. Note that the notation V
is the gate voltage instead of the chemical potential detuning, A, where A = V/9.4 [54]. As it was found that Ty oc 72
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[54], we deduce the reference charge-noise dephasing time Ts to range from 6.25 us to 44.44 ps for 7 = 7.5 — 20 mK
[34, 76, 77], where T = 7.5 mK has been achieved for GaAs QD device [76]. For silicon system, we refer to the
Hahn-echo measurements by [78], which reported a charge-noise dephasing time of 8.4 ps, at which [0J/0A] ; ~ 0.24
(inferred from the quasistatic charge-noise dephasing time of 1 us at the same detuning and J ~ t?/A with t = 0.7
ueV). Therefore we set the reference charge-noise dephasing time To = 8.4 us for the calculation of gate infidelities,
unless otherwise indicated. It was shown in [54] that the charge-noise induced dephasing time extracted from spin-
echo measurement is more relevant to power-law voltage noise, i.e. 1/f noise, rather than white noise. Therefore, a
more comprehensive study would need to employ 1/f noise, but it is out of scope of this work and is left for future
investigation.

B. Phonon mediated relaxation 7e1 and the pure dephasing vaep

Phonon mediated relaxation and pure dephasing rate can be obtained by adopting the Golden-Redfield theory [73].
They are

Vrel;y = J;;;(ij), (S-63a)
A/depj = Jd+epj (0)7 (S-ng)

where el is the relaxation rate between the logical states j and k, Ydep,; the pure dephasing rate of logical state j
and wj;, = (Ex — Ej)/h. The pure dephasing rates are

Yaew, = Tiop, 1, (O) = Ty (O) = (T, (0= TE, (0))),
Yaewe = Tapy 0 = T oo O+ (Jp L (O = Ty (0), (5-64)
Yaepse = Jdep gg, (0) = Tdep gy (0) = Tip g, (0) + Ty . (0).

The r.h.s. of Eq. (S-63) can be expressed as:

T (@) = Re [Jjn(w) + Jjn(-w)]

2h2
J i, (0) = 2Re [Jdepj (0)]

_ 91 /_oo cos(wT) (0B (0)0 B (7))dr,
(S-65)

= " cos(wn) (8B, (0)8B; (m)dr|

—o0
w—0

where 6B(7) = eflenm/h§Be=Hemt/h and §Bj, = Re[6Bj;] + Im[0B;;]. The temperature-dependent correlator
(0B;j(0)0B;(7)) can be calculated by exploiting the relation: (agsaq/3/> = 0q,q'0s,s B (Wgqs), Where np(w) is the
Bose-Einstein distribution:

1
np(w) = TRl G 1’ (S-66)
kp the Boltzmann constant and 7" the temperature. In order to calculate U Hq—Dhrelﬁ t, we perform the Schrieffer-Wolff
transformation up to the second order of electron-phonon coupling, corresponding to the contribution from two-phonon
processes to the B term. The relaxation 7rc1, and the pure-dephasing rates vqep are obtained for temperature T = 20
mK [34]. The phonon parameters are extracted from [73] for the GaAs quantum-dot device.

X. PULSE SEQUENCES FOR AN ENTANGLING GATE

In this section, we provide more details on pulse sequences performing an entangling gate. We focus on two ramping
schemes: linear ramp (LIN), and shortcut to adiabaticity (STA).
We assume that the system is initialized in the (1,1,1,1) charge configuration, the detuning value for which is labeled
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Supplementary Figure S13: (a) Schematic figure of an STA pulse to perform high-fidelity state transfer in arbitrary time for a
two-level system, based on Lewis-Riesenfeld invariants [58]. The black (red) dashed line shows the detuning (tunnel coupling) as
a function of time. (b) The leakage, 7, as a function of the normalized time ¢/7, where t/7 = 0 and 1 indicate the DDQD system
residing at (1,1,1,1) and (2,0, 0, 2) charge configuration, respectively. At ¢/7 = 0, the system is initialized as |[¥o) = > 1/2|jk),
where the sum is over all logical eigenstates, (j,k) = (5,T). The dashed line shows the leakage when linear ramping (LIN)
is adopted, while the solid line shows results from concatenated STA pulses as shown in (d). To facilitate comparisons, the
ramping time for both LIN and STA schemes is Tramp = 7 ns . (c¢) and (d): Concatenated STA pulses applicable for energy
spectra of the logical states given by Fig. 2(d) in the main text and Supplementary Fig. S7(d). (c): Pulses performing a
piecewise state transfer from (1,1,1,1) to (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1,1)) charge regime. (d): Pulses performing piecewise state transfer
from (1,1,1,1) to (2,0,0,2) charge regime.

by Ainit- This is to ensure that the capacitive coupling a is “oft” (i.e. negligible) [2, 34]. This setup also retains
the coupling between logical states by the magnetic gradient AB, i.e. (S|Hin|T) = AB. In order to perform an
entangling gate operation, we need to ramp up the « value to another detuning point, which we denote as Ag,. Agp
should be in the (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1,1) or (2,0,0,2) charge regimes, where the nearly-sweet-spot regime exists.

The simplest technique to detune the system from Aj, to Agp is a linear ramp on the detuning, i.e.
dA/dt =constant (LIN scheme). The ramping time, denoted as Tyamp, must be on one hand long enough such
that leakage due to the non-adiabatic effect is suppressed, and on the other hand short enough such that the exposure
of the system to various decoherence channels is limited. These conflicting requirements severely limit the practicality
of the LIN scheme. In this work, we use experimentally relevant ramping speed to perform numerical simulation on
the master equation [17, 79], Eq. 5 in the main text.

For a two-level system, the state transfer can be performed using shortcut to adiabaticity (STA) pulses generated
by Lewis-Riesenfeld invariants [58]. Although most experimental works focused on rectangular pulse with finite rise
time and oscillating pulse [8, 17, 34, 79, 80], it has been suggested to improve the gate performance by adopting pulse
shaping operation [81]. An example of the STA pulse is shown in Supplementary Fig. S13(a). To tailor the STA
pulses for our purpose, it is useful to note that when the magnetic field is sufficiently strong, the avoided-crossing
points for relevant charge states are well separated in detuning, making it possible to concatenate several elementary
STA pulses. Taking the energy level structure shown in Supplementary Fig. S7(d) as an example: The (1,1,1,1)
to (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1,1) transitions for |SS), |ST) and |T'S) occur at similar detuning values, A ~ 1.85meV; The
next charge transition, (1,1,1,1) to (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1,1) transitions for |TT) occurs at A = 2.15meV; Transition into
(2,0,0,2) from (1,1,0,2)/(2,0,1,1) for |SS) and |ST)/|T'S)/|TT) occur at A ~ 2.24meV and 2.43meV respectively.
In addition, the tunnel coupling between different charge configurations are all controlled by inter-dot tunneling, i.e.

ti2 = (®1|H|®3) for |SS),|ST) and |T'S) near ATE‘TS) .o and tig = (1| H|Pg) for |STY, |T'S) and |TT) near A%ﬁ o

both controlled by the barrier height between two dots within a DQD. Therefore, we place elementary STA pulses
given by Supplementary Fig. S13(a) centering at the corresponding charge transition points, forming the concatenated
piecewise STA pulses as shown in Supplementary Fig. S13(c) and (d). These concatenated STA pulse sequences allow
state transfer of any arbitrary superposition of logical states as the input state.

We define the leakage n as

n = (QB[()), (S-67)

where Q(¢) and ¥(t) are the wavefunctions under adiabatic and non-adiabatic ramping at time ¢. Supplementary
Fig. S13(b) shows the leakage, 1, as a function of the normalized time, ¢/7, for a DDQD system with B = 0.104T
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Supplementary Figure S14: (a) CPHASE gate infidelities as functions of the total gate time, 7, for T = 8.4 us. (b) CPHASE
gate infidelities as functions of the reference charge-noise dephasing time, 7. For each set of results, the gate time 7 is chosen

such that it produces the minimal gate infidelity as indicated in panel (a). The gray vertical line indicates the dephasing time
of 8.4 us reported by [78]. The results are obtained for silicon system at B = 0.296 T.

initialized in (1,1,1,1) and evolved into the (2,0,0,2) charge configuration. To illustrate the concatenated STA
pulse sequences to perform state transfer on an arbitrary input state, the initial state is chosen to be the two-qubit
counterpart, |Wo) = Y 1|jk), of a four-qubit maximally entangled state, |¥o) = Y 1|jk, jk) (cf. Sec. XI), where the
sum is over all logical eigenstates, (j,k) = (S,T). It can be observed that the leakage is substantially suppressed
for STA pulses as compared to the LIN scheme. The residual leakage observed for STA pulses arises from the weak,
yet non-negligible, coupling to other higher-lying states apart from the effective two-level system centered at each
charge-transition point.

XI. TWO-QUBIT GATE FIDELITY

In the main text, we evaluate the average gate fidelity F' as [82, 83]:

_dF. 41

ke (S-68)

where d is the dimension of the system (d = 4 for a two-qubit system). The entanglement fidelity, F., for a noisy
two-qubit gate is defined by setting the initial state as a maximally entangled state |¥y) of four qubits, two of
which is applied upon by the gate. To calculate F' for two-qubit gates on singlet-triplet qubits, the initial state is
|[To) = %ZLk:S’T |7k, jk), with the initial density matrix pg, = [¥o)(¥o| = iZj,k,m,n:S,T |7k, jk) (mn, mn|. The
resulting state after evolution in the noisy environment is then |U) = (A @ I)[pw,], where N, [p] = ﬁxpﬁ; and ﬁx
encapsulates the noisy effects. The entanglement fidelity is then F, = (¥|(N, ® I)[pw,]|¥), where |U) is the resulting
state after an ideal evolution (without noise and leakage).
For evolution of time 7eny = m/(2a), where « is the capacitive coupling strength, the entanglement fidelity is

Fe(Tent) = i [1 + eg(%’u_""y@m) + e§(7¢R+7¢LR) + e§(7¢L+7¢R) , (S_69)

where we neglect the phonon-induced relaxation and dephasing term for simplicity. It is reported by [2] that the
white noise dephasing rate of left and right DQD yield 460 ns and 510 ns respectively when «/27 = 0.87 MHz. As
Je8 o, J /o & 300, the two-qubit dephasing can be neglected [2], i.e. yg — 0. The above equation hence gives
F, = 0.64, similar to the entanglement fidelity reported by [2], i.e. 0.72.

XII. GATE INFIDELITY
A. Gate Infidelity for silicon system

We have chosen A®P:¢4 as candidates of A, (as indicated on Supplementary Fig. S8 (a) and (d)), whose properties
are the same as those chosen for GaAs DDQD device. Supplementary Fig. S14 shows the gate infidelities as functions
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Supplementary Figure S15: Contribution of decoherence effect, 1 — F,, and leakage, 7, to the gate infidelities, 1 — F', as functions
of 7 with Aoy set at (a) A* using LIN, (b) A" using LIN, (c¢) A using LIN, (d) A? using LIN, (e) A® using STA and (f) A¢
using STA. Leakage as functions of 7 for different Hamiltonian blocks with Aoy as (g) A® using LIN, (h) AP using LIN, (i) A°
using LIN, (j) A? using LIN, (k) A° using STA and (1) A? using STA. Each leakage component is denoted as 73;, where the
subscript H indicates the Hamiltonian block. The results are obtained for GaAs system for B =0 T and B = 0.104T.

of the (a) total gate time, 7, and (b) reference charge-noise dephasing time, Ts. Similar to case for GaAs system, A°
offers the maximum gate fidelities.

B. Contribution of decoherence effect and leakage to the gate infidelity for GaAs system

Supplementary Fig. S15 (a)-(f) show the contribution of decoherence effect (dephasing and relaxation), 1 — F,, and
leakage,n to the gate infidelities for a GaAs device. It can be observed that for short 7, the gate fidelity is mainly
limited by leakage while dephasing and relaxation effect does not contribute much to the gate infidelity relatively. On
the other hand, for long 7, the gate fidelity is mainly bounded by dephasing and relaxation while leakage is largely
suppressed. In addition, Supplementary Fig. S15 (c) and (e) show that the application of STA suppress the leakage
effect for small 7 before the accumulation of decoherence effect become prominent, resulting in the minimum gate
infidelity among all cases. Fig. S15 (g) shows that the leakage from |T'T') is the lowest compared to other Hamiltonian
blocks as performing a detuning ramp to A? does not traverse through any charge transition point for |T'T") subspace.
On the other hand, a detuning ramping to AP undergoes a charge transition for |TT) from |(1,1,1,1)) to [(2,0,0,2)),
thus the leakage is comparable for all Hamiltonian blocks at small 7. Supplementary Fig. S15 (i) and (k), where
Ayp = A€, show that the application of STA results in suppression of leakage for all Hamiltonian blocks at small 7
as compared to linear ramping. The same goes for A% when comparing Supplementary Fig. S15 (j) and (1). Overall,
for GaAs system, significant proportion of leakage occurs for |SS), |ST) and |T'S) for linear ramping, while |T'T)
contributes the marginally higher leakage for STA.

C. Contribution of decoherence effect and leakage to the gate infidelity for silicon system

Supplementary Fig. S16 (a)-(d) show the contribution of decoherence effect and leakage to the gate infidelities
for a silicon device. The results are similar to those shown for GaAs device, cf. Supplementary Fig. S15 (a)-(f).
Supplementary Fig. S16 (e)-(h) discern the leakage probabilities in different Hamiltonian blocks. In contrast to GaAs
device, the total leakage probabilities are mostly committed by |ST) and |T'S), while |SS) quickly decays as functions
of the total gate time, 7. This is attributed to the dissimilarity of the energy levels between GaAs and silicon system.
Another notable difference is the leakage probability by |T'T) is prominent at small 7 for A* since A® has to be placed

very close to the anticrossing between |T11)|T!) and ﬁ“—f), cf. Supplementary Fig. S8 (d).
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Supplementary Figure S16: Contribution of decoherence effect, 1 — F’,, and leakage, 7, to the gate infidelities, 1 — F', as functions
of 7 with Agp set at (a) ((b),(c),(d)) A* (A”,A° A?). Leakage as functions of 7 for different Hamiltonian blocks with Ap
as (g) A® using LIN, (h) AP using LIN, (i) A° using LIN, (j) A? using LIN, (k) A® using STA and (1) A? using STA. Each
leakage component is denoted as 71y, where the subscript H indicates the Hamiltonian block. The results are obtained for
silicon system for B =0 T and B = 0.296T.

[Agp[Pulse type[r (ns)] 1—-F,, | 1-F, | n \
A? 4.04 12.31 x 1073[2.12 x 1072|2.11 x 10~3
AP LIN 8.72 |1.45 x 1073|3.57 x 1072|7.95 x 10~3
A° 7.16 [1.04 x 1073|1.15 x 10~2|1.14 x 103
Ad 14.16 |4.54 x 1072|2.07 x 10~2|1.01 x 10~3
A° 2.59 6.20 x 1074|3.48 x 1073|2.18 x 103

STA
Ad 8.36 |2.67 x 1073|7.50 x 1073|3.15 x 1073

Supplementary Table S-V: Gate fidelities induced by the hyperfine noise, 1 — Fy, for different A,p, calculated using 500 noise
realizations. Charge-noise induced gate infidelities, 1 — F,,, and leakage, 1, are shown in correspondence with 1 — F,,. The
gate time 7 is chosen such that it produces the minimal gate infidelity as indicated in Fig. 4 (b) of the main text.

D. Hyperfine noise

In GaAs system, dephasing due to fluctuation in the nuclear bath is a hurdle for gate operation [2, 34, 54, 60]. To
obtain its effect on the gate fidelities, we numerically simulate the master equation Eq. (5) over a discrete Gaussian
distribution of quasistatic hyperfine noise with mean AB, (zero in our case) and standard deviation op. We define

the hyperfine noise induced gate infidelities as

1= Fop =1 = (¥y|(Noy @ I)[pw,][¥y), (5-70)
where |¥,) is the resulting state including the leakage for non-adiabatic ramping and N, is the evolution encap-
sulating only hyperfine noise, allowing us to focus on the effect of hyperfine noise. We use op = 0.5 mT, based on
the decoherence time limited by hyperfine noise ~100 ns [9, 34, 54]. Table S-V shows that hyperfine induced gate
infidelities are well below the gate infidelities contributed by charge noise and leakage, cf. Fig. 4 in the main text
and Supplemental Fig. S15. The insignificance of dephasing by hyperfine noise arises from the fact that the exchange
energies and capacitive coupling are large in the range where the entangling gate is performed [2, 54].

XIII. ELLIPTICAL CONFINEMENT POTENTIAL

Previous results are obtained for parabolic confinement potential, ¢f. Eq. (1) in the main text. Here, we performed
calculation based on elliptical confinement potential [84], i.e.

1
Vie.y) = gm* {w? Min| (v = Res)® + A, (0 = Ru2)® + A, (2= Rug)® + g, (2= Rop) + 84 +ly?} (871)
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Supplementary Figure S17: Exchange energies, J°, and capacitive coupling, a, as functions of the detuning A for (a) GaAs
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Supplementary Figure S18: Energy levels as functions of detuning, A, in presence of the magnetic gradient. (a) GaAs DDQD
system at B = 0.104 T and AFE, = 30.39 MHz [2]. (b) Silicon DDQD system at B = 0.394 T and AFE, = 48.6 MHz (32 neV)
(4].

where wy /w, # 1. Supplementary Fig. S17 shows the effective exchange energies, .J ff and capacitive coupling, «, for
“Outer” detuning scheme. It can be observed that when the nearly-sweet-spot regime persists for elliptical confinement
potential, cf. cyan and pink area in Supplementary Fig. S17, where 0.J% /OA is suppressed at which « at its maximal
point.

XIV. MAGNETIC GRADIENT

In experiments, a magnetic gradient is applied to perform two-axis control on a singlet-triplet qubit. Here, we
perform calculation in the presence of the magnetic gradient and the results are shown in Supplementary Fig. S18.
We set a symmetric magnetic gradient on both DQDs, ie. E,, — E,, = E,, — E,, = AE,, where E,, is the Zeeman
energy on the j-th dot from the left. The application of a magnetic gradient induces miiigg between singlet and
triplet states, hence, we denote the mixed states with an overline, e.g. |S11S11) (]SS) and |T'T) are mixed with their
triplet and singlet counterpart respectively, but we keep the same notations to signify the nearly-sweet-spot region).
Using |S1S') as an example, in presence of the magnetic gradient,

|STLSTILY = ¢1|STESMY oo |SMTHY 4 3| TS + ¢y [T T, (S-72)
Near the charge transition points, the energy splitting between |S*'S1!) and the other three logical states is large

compared to AE,, resulting in |e1] > |ea| & |c3| > |ca|. Supplementary Fig. S18 shows that the nearly-sweet-spot
region persist in presence of the magnetic gradient, cf. yellow shaded region.

XV. ASYMMETRIC DOTS

Most of the discussion in this work focus on symmetric case, i.e. constant value of wg across four quantum dots,
which can be experimentally enforced by manually choosing the suitable gate tunings [85-88]. For completeness, we
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Supplementary Figure S19: Nearly sweet spots for asymmetric dots of which the confinement energies of the quantum dots are
{hw1, hwa, ws, hwa} = {0.93 meV,0.97 meV, 1.03 meV, 1.07 meV} for a silicon DDQD device. The detunings are asymmetric
as well, where Ay = Ay = 0 while Ay = Az — 0.6 meV, while B = 0.296 T. (a) Energy levels v.s. detuning A. (b) Exchange
energies, J£T and JEf, and capacitive coupling, «, v.s. detuning,.

present here the result of calculation based on asymmetric dots. The confinement potential is defined as
N S 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
V(r)—gm Min|wi (r —R;)" "+ A, w; (r—Re) "+ Ag+ws (r—Rg)" + As,wi(r—Ry)"+ A, (S-73)

Supplementary Fig. S19 (a) shows the energy levels as functions of the detuning for asymmetric dots, i.e. the
confinement strengths are all different for all quantum dot. It can be observed that the nearly-sweet-spot regime
exists for asymmetric case, cf. the yellow shaded area. Supplementary Fig. S19 (b) shows that the region yields a
relatively strong capacitive coupling, a, while the susceptibility to the charge-noise is suppressed, 9.J¢% /0A — 0.
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