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As quantum computers with large numbers of qubits become increasingly available, experiments
executed on a given device may not utilize all available qubits. In this case, the outcome of execut-
ing a quantum program will depend on the ability to efficiently select a subset of high-performing
physical qubits. For any given quantum program and device there are many ways to assign physical
qubits for execution of the program, and assignments will differ in performance due to the variability
in quality across qubits and entangling operations on a single device. Evaluating the performance of
each assignment using fidelity estimation introduces significant experimental overhead and will be
infeasible for many applications, while relying on standard device benchmarks provides incomplete
information about the performance of any specific program. Furthermore, the number of possi-
ble assignments grows combinatorially in the number of qubits on the device and in the program,
motivating the use of heuristic optimization techniques. We demonstrate a practical solution to
the problem of qubit assignment by using simulated annealing with a cost function based on the
Loschmidt Echo, a diagnostic that measures the reversibility of a quantum process. We provide
theoretical justification for this choice of cost function by demonstrating that the optimal qubit as-
signment coincides with the optimal qubit assignment based on state fidelity in the weak error limit,
and we provide experimental justification using diagnostics performed on Google’s superconducting
qubit devices. We then establish the performance of simulated annealing for qubit assignment using
classical simulations of noisy devices as well as optimization experiments performed on a quantum
processor. Our results demonstrate that the use of Loschmidt Echoes and simulated annealing
provides a scalable and flexible approach to optimizing qubit assignment on near-term hardware.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increased availability of NISQ [1] devices
there is a growing need for tools to efficiently deploy
quantum circuits on hardware in a noise-aware manner.
Part of this task is qubit assignment [2, 3], where the
goal is to assign a logical circuit [4] to the set of physi-
cal qubits on noisy hardware that maximizes the circuit
performance. This task requires access to a performance
metric for circuits implemented on hardware that is both
efficient to evaluate and faithful to standard fidelity met-
rics, as well as a means of efficiently optimizing that per-
formance metric with respect to the set of all possible
qubit assignments.

Performing qubit assignment in a way that satisfies
these requirements faces a number of challenges. For in-
stance, an experimentalist might choose physical qubits
according to which subset maximizes the fidelity of the
output of the quantum program, but this introduces an
experimental overhead that is exponential in the system
size on near term devices. On the other hand, choos-
ing physical qubits based on standard device benchmarks
such as randomized benchmarking [5, 6] or cross-entropy
benchmarking [7, 8] can result in poor-performing assign-
ments since these benchmarks capture average error be-
havior that may differ from the noise occurring in the con-
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text of a specific quantum program. Once a performance
metric is chosen, there still remains the challenge of effi-
ciently exploring a space of qubit assignments that grows
combinatorially both in the size of the quantum program
and the hardware device. Implementing qubit assign-
ment techniques can improve device performance when-
ever the total number of qubits on the device is larger
than the number required for an application. This sce-
nario is typical for near and intermediate-term devices,
particularly in the context of quantum error correction
experiments [9–13].

To overcome these challenges we study the Loschmidt
Echo [14], a tool for probing reversibility in quantum sys-
tems. We then demonstrate that this metric can be used
with simulated annealing (SA) [15] to effectively perform
qubit assignment on hardware. The large state space
of potential hardware circuits combined with high vari-
ance in qubit error rates naturally leads to an uneven
cost landscape, for which SA is particularly well suited.
Combining SA with Loschmidt Echoes then provides a
scalable technique for qubit assignment that does not rely
on potentially inaccurate hardware diagnostics.

Prior works have used variants of the Loschmidt Echo
to assess the performance of qubit assignments. Refs.
[16, 17] introduced techniques for benchmarking quan-
tum devices using “mirror circuits” composed entirely of
Clifford operations, for which the fidelity of output state
may be computed with the aid of efficient classical simu-
lations of Clifford circuits [18, 19]. While this technique
provides a benchmark for the performance of a set of
qubits with respect to a general set of operations, we
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are interested in the ability of the device to accurately
prepare some specific state |ψ〉. Furthermore, while it
is possible to use mirror circuits to evaluate the perfor-
mance associated with specific circuits, its application to
large circuits is limited due to the lack of efficient classical
simulation of general non-Clifford circuits. Moreover, we
will demonstrate theoretically how generic benchmarks
(which assess qubit and gate performance independently
of circuit structure) have limited ability to predict the
performance of a given qubit assignment. We will pro-
vide experimental evidence to support this claim for a
specific choice of generic benchmark.

Similarly, our work differs from prior qubit assignment
experiments [2, 20] since we do not rely on a set of gate
fidelities characterizing hardware performance as a proxy
for assessing the performance of a specific circuit on hard-
ware. Therefore, while Ref. [2] used a hybrid algorithm
involving SA to search over “sub-allocations” of progres-
sively larger qubit subsets, in our approach we altogether
avoid using a graph weighted by gate fidelities of (partial)
circuits to anneal over.

Qubit assignment [21–25] (often referred to as qubit
routing, qubit allocation, or quantum compilation) has
been extensively studied as a tool for improving the per-
formance of circuits executed on hardware. Qubit as-
signment typically includes modifying logical circuits to
run on hardware when the gateset and connectivity con-
straints of the device do not match those of the logical
program, typically with the goal of minimizing the num-
ber of additional operations introduced to the program.
For instance, Ref. [26] introduced a technique for cir-
cuit compilation using SA with a cost function based on
CNOT count. However, in this work we simplify qubit
assignment on hardware by only considering a fixed cir-
cuit that already satisfies hardware connectivity, with the
goal of maximizing the performance of a quantum pro-
gram with respect to the choice of hardware qubit subsets
satisfying this connectivity.

This work proceeds as follows. In Sec. IIA we overview
the problem of qubit assignment on a hardware device.
In Sec. II B we provide theoretical evidence that the
Loschmidt Echo is useful for ranking qubit assignments
when the goal is to maximize the fidelity of a prepared
state, and demonstrate shortcomings of other existing
methods based on benchmark data or random circuit fi-
delities in this same context. Specifically, we show that
scoring qubit assignments based on gate fidelities taken
from device benchmark data fails to capture general per-
formance trends. In Sec. II C we then develop a frame-
work for performing qubit assignment using SA, and in
Sec III we verify the performance of the Loschmidt echo
and demonstrate optimization results that outperform
competitive techniques on both simulated and experi-
mental datasets.

II. METHODS

A. Qubit assignment on hardware

We describe the task of qubit assignment in terms of
a hardware topology and a set of gates [27]. We will
provide a graph-based description of a quantum circuit
as a sequence of gates applied to single qubits or pairs of
qubits in a logical circuit, and a representation of qubit
assignment as a transformation subject to connectivity
constraints on a hardware device.

We describe the connectivity of a quantum device by
an undirected graph Gp = (Vp, Ep) where each vertex
i ∈ Vp describes a physical qubit and each edge {i, j} ∈ E
indicates that entangling operations can be executed be-
tween qubits i and j. We assume |Vp| = N qubits are
available on hardware and that the hardware supports a
gateset Gp consisting of single- and two-qubit gates which
allows for universal computation [28] and is a common
choice on superconducting qubit platforms [29, 30]. We
similarly define a logical graph GL = (VL, EL) and a log-
ical circuit CL over n qubits as a sequence of m gate
operations [g1(v1, e1), . . . , gm(vm, em)], with ek ∈ EL,
vk ∈ VL, and gk ∈ GL for k = 1 . . .m. Taking every
gate gk in CL to act on either (i, ∅) (single-qubit gate) or
(∅, {i, j}) (two-qubit gate), we can summarize the logical
circuit CL ∈ (GmL , V mL , EmL ) according to three sequences,
one for each gate description, one for each set of target
qubits, and one for each set of target edges. For example
a circuit might look like

g =
vL =
eL =

[ Rx(θ), CNOT, X, . . . ]
[ {3}, ∅, {3}, . . . ]
[ ∅, {1, 4}, ∅, . . . ]

(1)

Let U(CL) be the unitary representation of CL acting
on n unique qubits and and let U(Cp) be the unitary rep-
resentation of a hardware program Cp ∈ (Gm′p , V m

′

p , Em
′

p )
acting on up to N ≥ n qubits. Then defining the state
|ψ〉 = U(CL)|0n〉 we are interested in searching over the
range of a logical to physical circuit map of the form

M : (GmL , V mL , EmL )→ (Gm
′

p , V m
′

p , Em
′

p ) (2)

subject to the constraint

|ψ〉〈ψ| = TrA
(
U(Cp)|0N 〉〈0N |U(Cp)†

)
for some subsystem A consisting of up to N − n qubits,
in which case we will say that M satisfies M(CL) = Cp.
In general, the effects of noise on the quantum device will
interfere with perfect realization of the unitary operation
U(Cp). We therefore assume that there is a quantum
channel E(ρ; Cp) that describes the effect of Cp applied
to an input state ρ on hardware. We will consider im-
plementing a specific unitary U on noisy hardware and
therefore restrict our attention to circuits Cp for which
U(Cp) = U up to some permutation of subsystems and
we will hereafter implicitly assume dependence on some
hardware circuit Cp (and therefore some qubit assign-
ment) using the notation EU (ρ) = E(ρ; Cp).
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B. Loschmidt Echoes for evaluating qubit
assignments

We are interested in selecting the best qubits for
preparing a state |ψ〉 = U |0〉 over n qubits given a choice
of N hardware qubits with constrained topology. Ideally
we would be able to directly compare the state prepared
by a noisy implementation EU to the perfect preparation
of |ψ〉 = U |0〉. One way to characterize the hardware
performance is to employ the fidelity function [31], which
provides a measure of closeness between two quantum

states ρ and σ given as F(ρ, σ) =
(

Tr
√
ρ1/2σρ1/2

)2

. Us-
ing F we can compare the prepared state ρ = EU (|0〉〈0|)
(which implicitly depends on a hardware circuit Cp) to
an ideal state prepared by U in a noiseless environment:

F (Cp) := F(ρ, |ψ〉〈ψ|) = 〈ψ|ρ|ψ〉 (3)

In general, evaluating F on a near term device can in-
cur significant resource overhead. Computing F using Di-
rect Fidelity Estimation (DFE) [32, 33] can incur signifi-
cant experimental overhead for each choice of qubits, and
is therefore impractical to evaluate for qubit assignment
on large quantum devices. Similarly, classical shadows
[34] can be used evaluate F in constant time, but eval-
uating fidelities in this way requires significant overhead
and the ability to execute operations drawn randomly
from the n-qubit Clifford group — a requirement that is
out of reach for near-term devices due to the depth re-
quirements of such circuits. We are therefore motivated
to find a proxy for circuit fidelity that can be executed
quickly and efficiently, at the expense of accurately char-
acterizing the true state fidelity or process fidelity. Given
the ability to implement unitaries U and V , the fidelity
between the states |ψ〉 = U |0〉 and |φ〉 = V |0〉 can be
determined in constant time since the quantity

F(|ψ〉〈ψ|, |φ〉〈φ|) = |〈ψ|φ〉|2 = |〈0|U†V |0〉|2 (4)

can be estimated as the empirical probability of observing
the all-zeros bitstring 0n at the output of a circuit U†V .
By extension, to test the effects of noise we choose to
evaluate a performance metric for Cp defined as

FLE (Cp) = Tr (|0〉〈0|EU† ◦ EU |0〉〈0|) (5)

where EU† represents the process resulting from a noisy
implementation of a unitary U† on hardware. Eq. 5 com-
putes the probability that a state prepared by implement-
ing U can be successfully returned to |0〉 by implementing
U†, though this will not provide an accurate estimate for
the state fidelity F in general. This process is referred
to as a Loschmidt Echo [14, 35], and serves as a general
measure for reversibility in a quantum process (see Ref.
[36] for a thorough review). In the special case where
EU†(ρ) = U†ρU can be implemented with perfect fidelity,
comparison to Eq. 3 shows that this procedure exactly re-
covers F (Cp). From this perspective, the application of

|0n〉 U U† 0n

|0n〉〈0n| EU EU† 0n

FIG. 1. (top) Logical circuit for sampling |〈0|U†U |0〉|2, which
will equal unity in the absence of device error. (bottom)
schematic representation for sampling FLE (Cp) = 〈0|EU† ◦
EU (|0〉〈0|) |0〉, where curved edges indicate a completely pos-
itive trace preserving (CPTP) map acting on n-qubit density
operators.

EU† can be understood as preparing an imperfect mea-
surement of the projector |ψ〉〈ψ|, a comparison that sug-
gests that FLE may be an effective tool for analyzing the
implementation of U on hardware. Fig. 1 shows a circuit
which estimates FLE as the probability of sampling the
all-zeros bitstring at the circuit output.

While FLE will generally not provide an estimate for
the state fidelity F , we now show that given some as-
sumptions about device noise, the optimal qubit assign-
ment with respect to maximizing FLE will result in a
state with high fidelity as computed by Eq. 3. We first
provide a concrete statement of this result by assuming
a noise model consisting of one-qubit and two-qubit local
depolarizing channels parameterized by the error rate εi
for each single-qubit gate acting on qubit i and the error
rate ηij for each two-qubit gate acting on qubits {i, j}.
This model is applied to the hardware implementation of
each hardware circuit C′p = (g,v′, e′) with a fixed gate se-
quence g of length m. We then define the sets of optimal
qubit assignments with respect to F and FLE respectively
as:

S∗ = {S′ : S′ = arg max
C′p:U(C′p)=U

F (C′p)} (6)

S∗LE = {S′ : S′ = arg max
C′p:U(C′p)=U

FLE
(
C′p
)
} (7)

where the fixed gate sequence means that each maximum
is computed with respect to all possible, valid assign-
ments on the hardware device, i.e. sequences of qubits
v ∈ (V ′)m and sequences of edges e ∈ (E′)m subject to
V ′ ⊂ Vp and E′ ⊂ Ep for a device with connectivity de-
scribed by (Vp, Ep). Under the assumed noise model, we
can then compare these optimal assignments in a low-
error limit by the following proposition:

Proposition 1. For a graph Gp = (Vp, Ep) describing
hardware qubits, consider an error model consisting of
Markovian noise channels, each characterized by an error
rate ε, inserted after each gate. Suppose each gate U and
its inverse implementation U† are augmented by the same
noise channel. Let the optimal qubit assignments S∗LE
and S∗ be defined as in Eqs. 6-7. Then in the weak-error
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limit ε� 1 ,

S∗LE = S∗ (8)

We first illustrate this claim by considering the special
case of local depolarizing noise (Appendix A 1) and global
depolarizing noise (Appendix A2), followed by a com-
plete proof of this proposition then in Appendix A 3. A
simple counterexample involving unitary errors for which
FLE is independent of F is also provided in Appendix A 2.
In Appendix B we show that FLE is strongly biased by
readout error compared to the true fidelity of the pre-
pared state, and so it is necessary to implement readout
error mitigation [37–41] and in particular, readout correc-
tion to recover the all-zeros bitstring [42] when selecting
qubits based on this metric.

Under the assumption of a 2-local depolarizing error
model discussed in Appendix A1 , it is natural to con-
sider simpler metrics that might be used to estimate the
performance a qubit assignment without the need for
circuit-specific hardware experiments. For instance, the
fidelity of random circuits exposed to discrete errors can
be well approximated using device diagnostic data [43],
and so in addition to computing FLE and F for each qubit
assignment, we also consider a heuristic that can be com-
puted by combining the structure of the executed circuit
with device benchmark data:

F0(ε,η) =
∏
i∈Vp

(1− εi)ni

∏
{i,j}∈Ep

(1− ηij)nij (9)

where ni counts the number of single qubit gates act-
ing on qubit i, nij counts the two-qubit gates acting on
edge {i, j}, the length-|Vp| vector ε contains weights for
the graph vertices, and the length-|Ep| vector contains
weights for the graph edges. These weights describe er-
ror rates for single-qubit gates and two-qubit gates re-
spectively. We omit a term characterizing measurement
error from F0 since we assume that readout error correc-
tion will be employed when estimating F and FLE.

Assuming the 2-local depolarizing noise model , F0 is
the probability that an error does not occur during the
execution of U on noisy hardware with intrinsic polariza-
tion error rates defined by ε and η. This suggests that an
experimentalist could perform device diagnostics such as
randomized benchmarking (RB) [5, 6] or cross-entropy
benchmarking (XEB) [7, 8] to estimate the gate error
rates as ε̂ and η̂ and then compute F0(ε̂, η̂) to evalu-
ate the performance of any given qubit assignment using
Eq. 9.

This strategy has been used in previous works for qubit
assignment [2, 44, 45] (the approaches of Refs. [46, 47]
involved finding a shortest path on a graph with weights
{ηij}, though the operational meaning of a sum of error
rates is not as clear compared to the product formula for
F0). However we argue that this strategy must be ap-
proached with caution since it neglect information about
how device noise affects a specific circuit. Even in the
scenario of a circuit exposed to depolarizing noise where

an experimentalist is given perfect knowledge of depolar-
izing error rates, we show in Appendix A that the optimal
qubit assignment with respect to F0 will not necessarily
maximize F . Errors in experimental characterization of
device performance (e.g. due to drift [48]) will then only
compound this limitation. Our experimental results in
Sec. III B will demonstrate that F0 is almost useless as a
proxy for determining the relative performance of qubit
assignments on actual hardware.

In our experiments we also consider performing qubit
assignment with respect to an average Loschmidt survival
rate 〈F randLE 〉 computed over a series of random circuits.
Random circuits have been used to successfully evaluate
the average fidelity of operations in theory and on quan-
tum hardware [6, 43, 49–51], and therefore 〈F randLE 〉 will
be sensitive to coherent errors that may not be captured
by FLE. Our results will show that optimizing a qubit
assignment with respect to 〈F randLE 〉 will serve as a weak
proxy for determining the optimal qubit assignment for
a circuit U , unless U is itself a random circuit.

C. Simulated annealing for qubit selection

Simulated Annealing (SA) [15] is an optimization tech-
nique motivated by the behavior of physical systems
to approach their ground state when cooled sufficiently
slowly. We now describe the task of SA on finite sets [52]
in the context of qubit assignment. Given a fixed logical
circuit CL to execute and the set S = {Cp : M(CL) = Cp}
of possible hardware circuits to evaluate, accompanied
by a cost function C : S → R to be minimized, our goal
is to find the optimal subset S∗ ⊆ S corresponding to
the minimum value of C. For hardware experiments we
make a number of assumptions about M that guarantee
that S will be finite. Namely, we restrict the sequence
of gates Cp to be identical to the sequence of gates in
CL and fix the logical connectivity to be the same as the
physical device connectivity, so that M can be under-
stood as a one-to-one map between logical and physical
qubits (see Appendix C). For a physical circuit Cp im-
plementing a corresponding noisy process EU , we use the
Loschmidt Echo performance metric of Sec. II B to define
a cost function as

C(Cp) = 1− FLE (Cp) (10)

where FLE is implicitly related to the set of qubits and
entangling edges output by M . By analogy with anneal-
ing in physical systems, we define a temperature T (t) at
each iteration t of the algorithm that dictates how likely
the annealer is to evaluate a worse state in the interest
of exploration. Then, given a choice between a current
physical circuit Cp and a new circuit C′p at each step,
the algorithm will probabilistically select C′p depending
on C(C′p) and T : If C(C′p) < C(Cp) then the algorithm
always chooses C′p. Otherwise if C(C′p) > C(Cp), SA will
still allow for exploration of the state space with proba-
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bility

P (Cp → C′p) = exp

(
C(C′p)− C(Cp)

T (t)

)
(11)

and will therefore be more likely to explore disadvanta-
geous configurations in the early stages of exploration to
avoid becoming trapped in a local minumum. The imple-
mentation of SA for qubit assignment depends strongly
on the set of new circuits that the algorithm can sam-
ple from at each step. Given a physical circuit Cp, at
any given iteration we define the neighborhood of cir-
cuits S(Cp) at S as the set of all circuits C′p 6= Cp that
the algorithm may sample from. The definition of a
neighborhood is important for understanding and tun-
ing the convergence properties of finite SA. If the set
of neighbors is too large, such as the extreme example
Srand(Cp) = S \ {Cp} (i.e., Srand contains all circuits in S
except Cp) then SA performs a random walk over S, and
convergence to S∗ requires the maximum number of iter-
ations over all possible choices of S(Cp) [53]. Conversely
if the neighborhood is too small, then SA may require
a prohibitive runtime to reach S∗. For each experiment
we will implicitly or explicitly define S(Cp) as it relates
to the logical circuit connectivity. In Appendix C 1 we
provide Algorithm 1 with pseudocode to implement SA
for qubit assignment.

D. Logical and physical connectivity

For hardware experiments on a device containing a
grid of qubits with nearest neighbor connectivity, we
consider logical circuits with nearest neighbor line con-
nectivity, thereby restricting S and S(Cp). Each circuit
CL = (g,vL, eL) to is defined over n logical qubits with
edges between nearest neighbors:

vL = [v1, . . . , vn] (12)
eL = [{v1, v2}, . . . , {vn−1, vn}] (13)

where vk ∈ Vp for k = 1 . . . n and {v`, v`+1} ∈ Ep for ` =
1 . . . n−1 subject to the restriction that {v1, . . . , vn} com-
pose a length-n simple path on Gp. This restriction on
CL to satisfy the hardware connectivity graph (Vp, Ep)
simplifies the implementation of M without sacrificing
access to qubit assignments with higher fidelity: for any
fixed vL only two of the n! orderings of {v1, . . . vn} will
respect nearest neighbor connectivity on hardware, while
the remainder will require additional overhead to imple-
ment SWAP networks that will reduce the fidelity of the
program and are therefore ignored here. Given the cor-
respondence between Cp and a simple path described by
an array v ∈ V np , we explicitly define the neighborhood
around Cp as

S(Cp) = {v′ : 0 < |{v′i}ni=1−{vi}ni=1| ≤ k}∪{R(v)} (14)

where R is the reversal operation sending [x1, . . . , xn]→
[xn, . . . , x1], |A−B| denotes a set difference over elements

of A and B, and k ∈ Z is a tunable parameter that
enforces that two neighboring assignments differ by no
more than k qubits and edges. By construction every
state in the state space of length-n simple paths over Gp
may be reached by performing updates to Cp according
to S(Cp).

In simulations we also considered the more general case
of unconstrained logical circuit connectivity thereby ex-
tending the state space to include qubit routing or tran-
spilation, the task of introducing SWAP networks into a
circuit so that circuit entangling operations respect the
hardware connectivity. An n qubit circuit without con-
nectivity constraints mapped onto N hardware qubits
will result in a state space of size at least N !/(N − n)!,
greatly complicating the optimization procedure com-
pared to the cases of constrained circuits. The outcome of
transiplation varies significantly depending on the initial
qubit assignment [54] and may involve choosing (deter-
ministically or stochastically) between SWAP networks
of equal gate count without any consideration for the
device noise. This hinders the ability of an SA algo-
rithm to iteratively explore the full state space of qubit
assignments using an “out-of-the-box” transpiler (see Ap-
pendix C) and emphasizes the need for noise-aware tran-
spilation. In Appendix C 1 we provide Algorithm 2 that
implicitly defines the neighborhood S(Cp) around Cp in
the case of unconstrained logical connectivity.

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Simulations

To test our techniques in a controlled setting we con-
structed a connectivity graph Gp = (V,E) encoding in-
formation about the (simulated) fidelities of single and
two-qubit gates executed at each vertex and edge in Gp.
We used the same noise model described in Proposition 1
consisting of a series of symmetric depolarizing channels
Dd acting on d-dimensional density matrices according
to

Dd(p) : ρ→ p
Id
d

+ (1− p)ρ (15)

which can be simulated on any subsystem of a state ρ
using appropriately defined local Kraus operators. After
assigning the weight εi to each qubit i ∈ V and ηij to
each {i, j} ∈ E, we construct a noise model by insert-
ing a depolarizing channel D2(εi) after each single-qubit
operation on i and D4(ηij) after each two-qubit opera-
tion acting on {i, j}. Circuit simulations were performed
using the qiskit [29] and cirq [30] software libraries.

We first tested the performance of Loschmidt Echoes
in simulation by preparing noise graphs with a predeter-
mined optimal qubit assignment. Each noise graph was
uniquely determined by its connectivity and the arrays ε
and η. Fig. 2a shows the results of computing FLE and
F0(ε,η) for every possible qubit assignment on a 5 × 5
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FIG. 2. a. Simulated 5-qubit GHZ circuit exposed to a 2-
local depolarizing noise model shows a strong monotonic re-
lationship between FLE and F compared to a weaker rela-
tionship between F0 and F . Also shown is the extrapolation
F ≈ 1

2

(
FLEF

−1
0 + F0

)
(Eq. A32) which closely matches F in

the low error limit F → 1 well outside of the single-error limit
(compare to dashed line y = x, indicating perfect prediction
of F (Cp)). b. Computing the difference in the cost function
for every pair of qubit assignments in Gp as a function of
the number of shared qubits and edges demonstrates that the
cost function is local in S. Note that even when all edges and
qubits are shared (k = 0) any linear path and its reversal may
differ in the cost function.

simulated grid. We find good agreement between the
single-error extrapolation F ≈ 1

2

(
FLEF

−1
0 + F0

)
derived

in Appendix A to approximate F in the low-error regime,
validating our analysis of the Loschmidt Echo.

We also considered the locality of the SA cost func-
tion, which determines how much the cost function can

change at each iteration of annealing. Given a current
qubit assignment (V,E), a neighborhood size of k for the
line connectivity state update rule enforces that any new
assignment (V ′, E′) satisfies |V ′ − V | ≤ k (for example
k = 0 implies |E ∩ E′| = 4 and |V ∩ V ′| = 5 for all
(V ′, E′) ⊂ Gp). The ability of SA to navigate the space
of qubit assignments non-randomly depends on the local-
ity of the cost function defined in Eq. 10 which we choose
to measure using the quantity

〈|FLE − F ′LE |〉Gp
= E
Cp∈S

E
C′p∈S(Cp)

|FLE − F ′LE | (16)

Eq. 16 describes the typical change in cost moving be-
tween assignments for a given definition of neighborhood
S(Cp). Fig. 2b shows that 〈|FLE − F ′LE |〉Gp

consistently
decreases with k, indicating that the cost function CLE
is local in the space of qubit assignments.

We then tested the performance of SA for qubit as-
signment using Loschmidt Echoes. Fig. 3 demonstrates
example performance of SA qubit assignment using FLE
as a cost function for a simulated noisy device where the
logical and physical connectivity and gatesets were equiv-
alent, CL = Cp for all assignments. Our technique reli-
ably finds high-performing and optimal assignments in
noisy simulations. SA consistently outperforms a com-
parable baseline which keeps the highest performing as-
signment from a set of ns random assignments, where
ns is the number of unique assignments attempted by
the simulated annealer. We also considered SA for all-
to-all logical connectivity circuits which were then tran-
spiled onto nearest neighbor connectivity as a step in
the qubit mapping M . We found SA to consistently out-
performed random qubit assignment, demonstrating that
SA for qubit assignment is a viable tool for the assign-
ment of unconstrained logical connecitivity circuits (Ap-
pendix C 1). However, the optimality guarantees for SA
using a transpiler are somewhat weaker due to the mis-
match between the size of the set of logical circuits and
the set of all possible transpiled circuits, emphasizing the
need for the development of noise-aware transpilers that
can be integrated into a search over qubit assignments.

B. Hardware Experiments

We performed experiments using the 23-qubit Rainbow
and 52-qubit Weber devices accessed via Google Quan-
tum Cloud Services. Both devices are based on 2D grid
nearest-neighbor connectivity (see Fig. 8 in Appendix D).
Since readout error significantly biases the estimation of
FLE we implemented readout error correction for all ex-
periments (see Appendix B).

We first validated the use of the Loschmidt Echo metric
FLE introduced in Sec. II B as a tool for determining the
relative performance of qubit assignments. To test the
performance of FLE as a proxy for maximizing the final
state fidelity we estimated both FLE and the fidelity F
for a subset of possible assignments on the Rainbow de-
vice. We executed three kinds of circuits. The first type
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FIG. 3. a. Sample simulated noise graph engineered to contain an optimal 5-qubit assignment used to validate SA qubit
assignment in simulation. Each vertex and edge is color coded by the weight corresponding to the depolarization probability for
channels acting after each one- and two-qubit gate respectively b. Sample score history for a Simulated Annealer optimization
run using simulated noise model on the engineered noisemap, with exponential temperature decay Ti = T0α

i (α = 0.987,
T0 = 0.10) and neighborhood size kmax = 2 for 150 steps. The score 1−Ci and number of unique states #(i) queried initially
change quickly at high temperatures, before stabilizing as T approaches zero (S∗ is often found and maintained early). The
dotted curve for Ti/T0 is plotted on a linear, 0 (bottom of the y-axis) to 1 (top of the y-axis) scale. c. The distribution
p(n) describing the number of unique assignments sampled by 500 trials of SA is generally smaller than the total number of
iterations. d. We compare SA to assignment based on random sampling: Given the set of scores S, for 10,000 trials of n ∼ p(n)
we sample a subset of scores K ⊂ S with |K| = n and compute Y = max(K). The resulting distribution p(Y ) is consistently
outperformed by SA. Also shown is P (FLE), the distribution of scores over all qubit assignments.

of circuit prepares a Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ)
state |ψGHZ〉 = 1√

2
(|0〉⊗n+ |1〉⊗n) using n = 8 qubits. F

was computed using O(n) experiments per qubit assign-
ment using DFE [55] (see Appendix D2). The second cir-
cuit was a SWAP network (SWAPnet): We first prepared
an arbitrary single qubit state |ψSWAPnet〉 = α|0〉+ β|1〉
and then moved the state to a different position on the
hardware using 8 sequential pairs of

√
iSWAP gates. The

fidelity of the SWAPnet can be evaluated in constant
time by performing a single-qubit projective measure-
ment onto |ψSWAPnet〉〈ψSWAPnet|. The final circuit we
considered was a Clifford conjugation circuit (or mirror
circuit in Refs. [16, 17]), which has the form

U = H⊗nC†PCH⊗n (17)

where C ∈ Cl(2n) is a Clifford circuit over n qubits,
P = σp1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σpn is an n-local Pauli string with each
pk ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}, and we used n = 8 for this experi-
ment. While computing F for a Clifford circuit using
DFE can incur significant overhead in the general case,
here the effect of U simplifies to a Pauli operator acting
on a computational basis state. Therefore the output of

this circuit is uniquely described by a computational ba-
sis bitstring that can be efficiently simulated according
to the Gottesman-Knill theorem [18] such that F can be
determined in constant time.

We estimated each of the metrics FLE, 〈F randLE 〉, and F0

on a subset of qubit assignments satisfying linear connec-
tivity on the Rainbow device, for each choice of circuit
described above. Fig. 4 demonstrates results for diagnos-
tic runs for the GHZ state (corresponding figures for the
other circuits can be found in Appendix D). Each fidelity
F was computed using DFE using t = 1.5 × 104 repeti-
tions for each choice of circuit. The corresponding values
for FLE for each qubit assignment were computed with
variance Var(FLE) = FLE(1− FLE)t−1 resulting in negli-
gible statistical error. Values for 〈F randLE 〉 were computed
using an average over different random circuits, with FLE
being estimated using t repetitions for each. F0(ε̂, η̂) was
computed for each circuit assignment using gate counts
n1, n2 for the corresponding circuit and taking ε̂ to be
the average RB error per gate and η̂ to be the average√
iSWAP XEB error per cycle [56, 57] (all circuits were

implemented using the hardware-native
√
iSWAP entan-
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FIG. 4. a. Experimental results comparing F to FLE for an 8-qubit GHZ state demonstrate strong monotonic relationship
(τb = 0.782) between the two diagnostics. b. Experiments comparing the average Loschmidt survival over 5 random circuits
〈F rand

LE 〉 (τb = 0.294) and the metric F0 := F0(ε̂, η̂) (τb = 0.094) computed from calibration data (ε̂, η̂) queried from the quantum
processor’s most recent calibration (typically 4-8 hours prior to an experiment) show only a weak relationship between either
metric and the fidelity F . Error bars for 〈F rand

LE 〉 indicate the sample standard deviation computed over 5 random circuits. c.
The diagnostic results can be interpreted by computing the conditional probability of the fidelity F in the kth percentile of
fidelities given that an observed metric X ∈ {FLE , 〈F rand

LE 〉, F0} falls in the kth percentile Xk of its own distribution. Shading
indicates standard deviation obtained via bootstrapping. For reference, the dashed line describes uniformly random sampling
of F which gives P (Yk|Xk) = 1− k/100.

gling gate). All F0 values were calculated using RB and
XEB calibration data estimated in parallel for separate
qubits, and we have verified that calculating F0 using
non-parallel calibration data has no significant effect on
our analysis.

The goal of using FLE is to determine the qubit assign-
ment corresponding to the highest value of F by proxy,
which will only be possible if there is a strong mono-
tonic relationship between FLE and F . We chose to com-
pute Kendall’s τb coefficient [58] which captures the con-
cordance between two random variables X ∼ pX and
Y ∼ pY according to

τb(X,Y ) = EX,Y
[
sgn(xi − xj) sgn(yi − yj)

]
(18)

evaluated over all pairs (i, j) with i, j = 1 . . . N . This
coefficient has a simple interpretation in terms of joint
behavior of changing X and Y . A value τb = k indicates
that when the variable X increases (decreases), then the
event that Y also increases (decreases) is a factor of k
more likely than the event that Y decreases (increases).
τb = 0 indicates no monotonic relationship between vari-
ables. Table I computes τb with respect to the fidelity
F for each diagnostic on each circuit implemented. In
addition, we consider a quantity describing conditional
performance of a metric as

P (Yk|Xk) ≡ P (X > Xk, Y > Yk)

P (X > Xk)
(19)

which provides the probability of a signal Y exceeding
the kth percentile Yk of pY when an input X is drawn
from pX subject to X > Xk, where Xk is the kth per-
centile of pX . Practically, this quantity predicts the like-
lihood of a qubit assignment having high fidelity relative
to other assignments when the assignment is chosen us-
ing only knowledge of the distribution of a diagnostic
X ∈ {FLE, 〈F randLE 〉, F0}. Both τb and P (Yk|Xk) are con-
sistently the highest between FLE and F compared to
other metrics considered, indicating that the Loschmidt
Echo is the most reliable proxy when direct measurement
of F is unavailable.

We now present the results of SA for qubit selection
on a hardware device. For demonstration purposes we
consider the case of offline qubit assignment, in which
the value of FLE was determined for every possible as-
signment and then cached in a lookup table to allow for
many SA experiments to be repeated. For n & 4, the
number of qubit assignments grows super-exponentially
and it becomes infeasible to construct a comprehensive
lookup table, in which case SA would need to be per-
formed online to optimize the qubit assignment.

To test the performance of Simulated Annealing for
qubit assignment on hardware, we prepared a 4-qubit
GHZ state restricted to logical line connectivity for each
of the 1116 possible length-4 simple paths on the 53-
qubit Weber grid layout. We evaluated both orderings of
qubit assignments over each simple path, with the expec-
tation that each ordering may produce a different fidelity.
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Circuit GHZ Clifford SWAPnet
n 8 8 9
m 275 350 250

depth 17 25 17
Diagnostic X τb(X,F ) [10−2]

FLE 78.2 (1.4) 57.0 (2.9) 63.5 (2.4)
〈F rand

LE 〉 29.4 (3.8) 52.7 (2.7) 31.8 (4.0)
F0 9.4 (4.4) 10.4 (4.1) -10.1 (4.5)

Diagnostic X P (F85|X85) [10
−2]

FLE 80.5 (5.7) 56.4 (6.9) 60.0 (9.0)
〈F rand

LE 〉 27.8 (7.2) 53.8 (7.2) 14.3 (7.5)
F0 22.2 (6.8) 25.6 (6.8) 8.6 (6.2)

TABLE I. Monotonic relationship coefficients τb and proba-
bilities P (Fk|Xk) for the k = 85th percentile computed for
each experiment and each diagnostic X ∈ {FLE, 〈F rand

LE 〉, F0}
evaluated on Rainbow. Standard deviations computed via
bootstrapping [59] are provided in parentheses. Each exper-
iment was run for t = 1.5 × 104 repetitions on each of m
distinct, randomly drawn assignments consisting of n qubits
composing a simple path sampled from the Rainbow device
using networkx [60]. For n = 8 and n = 9 there are 2984 and
4972 such paths respectively (including reversed paths), high-
lighting the need for optimization heuristics. In each case,
FLE captures a stronger monotonic relationship to F than
the other metrics considered, though 〈F rand

LE 〉 is an effective
method for assessing the performance of other random cir-
cuits.

Roughly 27% of assignments were rejected on account of
exceed our maximum threshold for 0.15 qubit visibility
(see Appendix B), with SA being performed over the re-
maining dataset of 808 simple paths. Fig. 5 shows the
results of SA for qubit selection using FLE. SA optimiza-
tion runs are divided according to the number of unique
states ns for which FLE would need to be computed on
hardware during an online run. SA frequently found the
qubit assignment corresponding to the optimal F ∗LE us-
ing ns as small as 30, fewer than 5% of the assignments
available in the dataset. Since prior knowledge of F0

computed from diagnostic data could not be relied on to
find a high scoring qubit assignment, we chose best-of-ns
random sampling as a competitive baseline optimization
technique on the dataset. We found that SA consistently
outperformed this scheme for all choices of ns.

We also performed SA for qubit assignment on the 23
qubit Rainbow device for an n = 3 Quantum Fourier
Transform (QFT) circuit. Each circuit was executed with
a specific input basis state |j〉, j ∈ [0, 2n−1] so that DFE
could be performed using O(1) experiments. Due to the
much smaller state space (only 148 possible length-3 sim-
ple paths) we found that random assignment was com-
petitive with SA (see Appendix D1). This highlights the
importance of considering circuit size and device layout
when considering the qubit assignment problem.
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FIG. 5. 2D histogram of best FLE values found over 2500
trials of hardware SA using FLE values computed for n = 4
GHZ over the complete state space of circuit assignments on
Weber. All annealing trials used exponential temperature de-
cay Ti = T0α

i (α = 0.988, T0 = 0.07), chosen to balance
exploration of the state space with suppressing ns. Columns
are renormalized since the typical number of unique states
queried ns concentrates around 23 for this choice of SA hy-
perparameters. SA optimization frequently finds the best pos-
sible value FLE from the state space (contained in the maxim-
ium y-bin shown) but the ns necessary to do so varies. Given
the poor predictive capabilities of device diagnostic data for
GHZ state fidelity, we compare this method to a random sam-
pling scheme that consists of drawing ns circuit assignments
without replacement (10000 trials per ns) and keeping the as-
signment corresponding to the maximum FLE observed. SA
consistently outperforms random sampling for the n = 4 GHZ
dataset. Averaged over all choices of ns the final FLE achieved
by SA outperformed the random sampling scheme by 2.8%.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Even with the availability of detailed error rates for a
quantum device, the task of assigning a logical circuit to
a subset of hardware qubits that maximize the fidelity of
the prepared state can be extremely difficult. In this work
we have demonstrated instances of circuits for which the
Loschmidt Echo provides an effective stand-in for the fi-
delity function in qubit assignment, and have provided
theoretical justification for this relationship in the small-
error limit. Conversely, we have shown that even ex-
cellent knowledge of device error rates (e.g. computed
using Randomized Benchmarking) can be insufficient to
predict the performance of a circuit mapped onto hard-
ware. Furthermore, we provided analytical arguments
that the advantage of FLE over F0 for determining rela-
tive performance would persist even if F0 could be esti-
mated to higher precision using scalable techniques (e.g.
Refs. [61, 62]). We have also showed that Simulated An-
nealing can be used to find performant qubit assignments
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using significantly fewer resources than a complete explo-
ration of possible qubit assignments would require.

Our theoretical arguments have relied on a low-error
limit which limits this analysis to circuits with either
few qubits or low gate depth. However our experimen-
tal results indicate that a strong connection between the
Loschmidt Echo and the state fidelity function may still
hold in a regime of higher errors. Future work may de-
termine that such a relationship exists for a broader class
of noise models or outside of the perturbative regime.

In this work we have evaluated the use of a Loschmidt
Echo diagnostic on a specific selection of circuits em-
ploying only readout error mitigation, and so the opti-
mal qubit assignments determined in this work may not
remain optimal when employing platform-specific error
mitigation. In particular, control errors which may go
undetected by (see Appendix A2 b) can be mitigated us-
ing Floquet Calibration [63], thereby strengthening the
relationship between FLE and F . Therefore such device-
specific calibration procedures should be combined with
qubit assignment based on FLE to maximize the final as-
signment performance. Other error mitigation strategies
may be found, for example in [64, 65].

However, as the number of qubit assignments grows
exponentially with respect to the number of available
qubits on the device and the number of qubits in the cir-
cuit, it becomes essential to minimize the experimental
overhead associated with device calibration and compu-
tation of FLE for each assignment. Future work will be
necessary to determine the appropriate balance of imple-
menting error mitigation so that FLE remains faithful
to F while minimizing overhead such that a significant
number of qubit assignments can be probed during the
optimization procedure.

While we have focused on maximizing the fidelity of a
state prepared by a specific unitary U , our method can
be readily adapted to analyze more general situations.
For instance, a Hilbert-Schmidt test [66] which computes
Tr
(
U†V

)
for unitaries U, V could be used to compute

Tr(EU† ◦ EU (|0〉〈0|)) as a proxy for the process fidelity
[67, 68], F (U, EU ) =

∫
F(UψU†, EU (ψ))dψ . However

such a modification will introduce significant two-qubit
gate overhead, for which our weak-error analysis of the
Loschmidt echo technique is less applicable.

A. Data and Code availability

Code and data to reproduce the analyses in this
manuscript are available online [69].
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Appendix A: Optimal qubit assignments with
respect to Loschmidt Echo and state fidelity

1. Local depolarizing noise

A significant claim of this work is that under some
assumptions on error rates and circuit sizes, performing
qubit assignment with respect to the Loschmidt Echo
metric FLE will provide reasonable outcomes compared to
performing qubit assignment with respect to the fidelity
F of a state prepared by applying a noisy implementation
of U to an initial state |0〉. As described in the main text,
we use the definitions

FLE (Cp) = Tr (|0〉〈0|EU† ◦ EU (|0〉〈0|)) (A1)

F (Cp) = 〈0|U†EU (|0〉〈0|)U |0〉 (A2)

where EV is a noisy implementation of the unitary V
which implicitly depends on the parameters of the circuit
Cp. We wish to compare the optimal qubit set S∗LE that
maximizes FLE with respect to a hardware connectivity
graph (weighted by error rates) to the qubit set S∗ that
maximizes F :

S∗LE = {S′ : S′ ⊂ S, S′ = arg max
Cp∈S

FLE
(
C′p
)
} (A3)

S∗ = {S′ : S′ ⊂ S, S′ = arg max
Cp∈S

F (C′p)} (A4)

where S describes the complete state space of hardware
circuits that realize the operation U in the absence of
noise, S = {Cp : U(Cp) = U}. For notational convenience
we will typically write F = F (Cp), FLE = FLE (Cp).
Each metric will be evaluated with respect to a unitary
U =

∏m
i=1 Ui acting on an input state prepared to |0〉.

We assume without loss of generality that each Ui is up
to two-local. We will consider a discrete noise model that
can be described by insertion of CPTP maps within an
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existing circuit, with each map being parameterized by
error rates that depend only on the choice of qubit or
qubit pair involved in the execution of a gate. We em-
phasize that an assumption about the device noise is nec-
essary for any comparison between FLE and F since there
exists a family of simple noise models for which these two
quantities are completely independent, as demonstrated
in Appendix A 2 b.

We therefore choose a noise model that inserts er-
ror channels for each single- and two-qubit gate occur-
ing in a circuit. Fix a device connectivity graph as
Gp = (Ep, Vp) and a circuit Cp acting over n qubits chosen
from N = |Vp| qubits with entangling operations subject
to the edges provided in Ep. The unitary U implemented
by Cp can be described by a sequence of single qubit gates
acting on individual nodes p and two-qubit gates acting
on edges {p, q} ∈ Ep. The circuit contains a total of np
gates applied to each node i (where np = 0 if Cp does not
apply any single qubit gates to i) and nij gates applied
to each pair of qubits {p, q}.

In the noisy implementation EU each single-qubit gate
acting on qubit p ∈ Vp is followed by some fixed, CPTP
single-qubit map Np also acting on p, and each two-qubit
gate on {p, q} is followed by a two-qubit channel Mpq

acting on {p, q}. For convenience in the derivation, we
will define a single-qubit error rate εp such that the Kraus
operator representation of Np is given as

Np(ρ) =
∑
A∈Kp

AρA† (A5)

Kp = {
√

1− εpI} ∪ {E1, . . . Erp} (A6)
rp∑
k=1

E†kEk = Iεp (A7)

so that εp is the probability that Np applies a nontrivial
error operation. We define ηpq to similarly be the prob-
ability that Mpq acts with a nontrivial error operation
on edge {p, q}. In this sense, εp and ηpq describe weights
in the hardware connectivity graph Gp. Fig. 6 illustrates
an example construction of this noise model.

From N we define another map

N sub
p (ρ) :=

rp∑
k=1

ε−1
p EkρEk (A8)

which contains the (nontrivial) errors that occur when N
is applied to some state ρ. Assuming that the operation
Uk is i-th operation applied to qubit p we can then define
the (renormalized) mixture over the nontrivial Kraus op-
erators for the ith channel Np acting on qubit p during
execution of U

ρ(p,i) := Um ◦ · · · ◦ Uk+1 ◦ N sub
p ◦ Uk ◦ · · · ◦ U1(|0〉〈0|)

(A9)
where we have used the shorthand U(ρ) = UρU†. The
state ρ(pq,i) can be defined analogously as the result of
inserting Mpq after the i-th operation applied to edge
{p, q}, yielding the mixture over the nontrivial Kraus op-
erators for the ith channelMpq acting on edge {p, q}, and
|ψ〉 = U |0〉. This permits a compact analytical expres-
sion for the effect of EU and EU† for this form of noise
model. The state prepared by EU (|0〉〈0|) is given by

EU (|0〉〈0|) = F0

(
|ψ〉〈ψ|+

∑
p∈Vp

np∑
i=1

εp
1− εp

ρ(p,i)

+
∑

{p,q}∈Ep

npq∑
i=1

ηpq
1− ηpq

ρ(pq,i) + · · ·
)

(A10)

where we have omitted terms corresponding to two or
more errors and substituted the expression

F0 =
∏
p∈Vp

(1− εp)np

∏
{p,q}∈Ep

(1− ηpq)npq (A11)

originally presented in Eq. 9 of the main text. The ap-
pearance of F0 here motivates its interpretation as a zero-
error contribution to the fidelity F . The remainder of
this derivation will consider contributions only up to the
single error limit (which will generally still involve high-
order terms in ε and η). The fidelity of U can be com-
puted directly as

F = F0

(
1 +

∑
p∈Vp

np∑
i=1

εp
1− εp

〈ψ|ρ(p,i)|ψ〉

+
∑

{p,q}∈Ep

npq∑
i=1

ηpq
1− ηpq

〈ψ|ρ(pq,i)|ψ〉+ · · ·
)

(A12)

= F0 + F1 + · · · (A13)

Defining the quantity that describes drawing a nontriv-
ial error for the ith instance of Np acting on the reverse
circuit:

E(p,i)

U†
(|ψ〉〈ψ|) := U†1 ◦ · · · ◦ N sub

p ◦ U†k ◦ Uk+1 ◦ · · · ◦ U†m(|ψ〉〈ψ|)
(A14)

and defining E(pq,i)

U†
analogously forMpq, we can similarly

compute FLE by applying EU† to Eq. A10 to arrive at
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FIG. 6. The two-local noise model here appends channels to each gate depending on which vertex or edge the preceding unitary
was applied to. Rounded boxes indicate completely-positive trace preserving operators that are not unitary in general (so that
the diagram on the right represents maps acting n-qubit density matrices). If we consider N to be a channel that applies a
non-identity operator with probability ε then the state |ψ(i,j)〉 describes the output of the noisy operator in the case where a
non-identity operator was drawn from the Kraus representation of N . While a more general model could consider Np andMpq

to be dependent on the gate prior to their insertion point, we do not consider this level of detail in this work.

FLE = F 2
0

1 +
∑
p∈Vp

np∑
i=1

εp
1− εp

(
〈ψ|ρ(p,i)|ψ〉+ 〈0|E(p,i)

U†
(|ψ〉〈ψ|) |0〉

)

+
∑

{p,q}∈Ep

npq∑
i=1

ηpq
1− ηpq

(
〈ψ|ρ(pq,i)|ψ〉+ 〈0|E(pq,i)

U†
(|ψ〉〈ψ|) |0〉

)
+ · · ·

 (A15)

While there is evidence that FLE contains some of the
information about the errors involved in the computation
of F , this relationship is still too general to draw any
specific comparisons. So to prove Proposition 1 relating
FLE and F , we instantiate a noise model for which both
local channels Np and Mj are symmetric depolarizing
channels (Eq. 15) over one and two qubits respectively:

Np → D2(εp), Mpq → D4(ηpq) (A16)

This simple model involving local depolarization is
sometimes used in the analysis of random circuits [7, 49]
and will be sufficient to demonstrate interesting behavior
in the more general problem of qubit assignment. Each
depolarizing operation may be commuted with the pre-
ceding unitary gate without affecting the behavior of the
global state. Specifically, for the case of single-qubit de-
polarization where

N ′p =
(
I2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ I2︸ ︷︷ ︸

i−1

⊗D2(εp)⊗ I2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ I2︸ ︷︷ ︸
n−i

)
(A17)

U ′i =
(
I2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ I2︸ ︷︷ ︸

i−1

⊗Ui ⊗ I2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ I2︸ ︷︷ ︸
n−i

)
(A18)

then for each single-qubit gate and channel we have that

N ′k ◦ U ′k ◦ |ψ〉〈ψ| = U ′k ◦ N ′k ◦ |ψ〉〈ψ| (A19)

and a similar relation holds for each two-qubit gate acted
on by D4. From the freedom in the ordering of each error
and each gate occuring in the noisy adjoint circuit EU† it
follows that

〈0|E(p,i)

U†
(|ψ〉〈ψ|) |0〉 = 〈ψ|ρ(p,i)|ψ〉 (A20)

〈0|E(pq,i)

U†
(|ψ〉〈ψ|) |0〉 = 〈ψ|ρ(pq,i)|ψ〉 (A21)

Rescaling each ε → 3ε
4 and η → 15η

16 to account for a
trivial pauli string in the Kraus representation of Dd and
substituting Eq. A20 into Eq. A15 yields

FLE → F 2
0

(
1 + 2

[∑
p,i

εp
1− εp

〈ψ|ρ(p,i)|ψ〉

+
∑
{p,q},i

ηpq
1− ηpq

〈ψ|ρ(pq,i)|ψ〉
]

+ · · ·
)

(A22)

= F0 (F0 + 2F1 + · · · ) (A23)

We therefore arrive at a relationship between FLE and
F in the single-error limit assuming local depolarizing
noise. The final step to arrive at Proposition 1 is to
take the small error rate limit. We recall that FLE, F ,
and F0 are implicitly dependent on a hardware circuit
Cp = (g,vL, eL) containing complete information about
which qubits and pairs of qubits are acted on by any gate
in the gate sequence g. We let n to be the length-|Vp|
vector of gate counts applied to each logical qubit p ∈ VL
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with (n)p = np = |{k : 1 ≤ k ≤ m′, (vL)k = p}|, and
m to be the length-|Ep| vector of gate counts applied
to each available edge {p, q} ∈ Ep with (m)pq = npq =
|{k : 1 ≤ k ≤ m′, (eL)k = {p, q}}|. We similarly define
(ε)p = εp and (η)pq = ηpq to contain the corresponding
single- and two-qubit error rates. For some fixed order-
ing of ε and η, the circuit assignment problem (without
introducing SWAP overhead) can then be understood as
the procedure of ordering the elements of n and m under
the constraint that the resulting circuit corresponds to
the unitary U and respects the hardware device connec-
tivity.

We now study this optimization by taking the limit
that (npεp)� 1 and (npqηpq)� 1 for all p ∈ Vp, {p, q} ∈
Ep, and arrive at the perturbative approximation

F0 ≈ 1− n · ε−m · η (A24)

To repeat this procedure for F and FLE , we define

(f)p =

np∑
i=1

〈ψ|ρ(p,i)|ψ〉, p ∈ Vp (A25)

(g)pq =

npq∑
p=1

〈ψ|ρ(pq,i)|ψ〉, {p, q} ∈ Ep (A26)

The arrays f and g are explicitly dependent on n and
m respectively, and are therefore also dependent on the
choice of qubit assignment. Noting that from Eq. A8 we
then have that |(f)p| ≤ np, and similarly |(g)p)| ≤ npq.
This guarantees that terms of the form (εp(f)p)

2 vanish
at least as quickly as (εpnp)

2 and therefore permits the
perturbative expansion

F1 ≈ f · ε + g · η (A27)
F ≈ 1 + (f − n) · ε + (g −m) · η (A28)

FLE ≈ 1 + 2(f − n) · ε + 2(g −m) · η (A29)

Then under the conditions we imposed, it is clear that
under any choice of qubit assignment constraints we have

S∗ = arg max
f ,g,n,m

F = arg max
f ,g,n,m

FLE = S∗LE (A30)

and therefore under any specific constraints that each
choice of n,m respects hardware connectivity and real-
izes the unitary U , F and FLE similarly share a maxi-
mum. This demonstrates a specific case of Proposition 1
for the local depolarizing noise model.

A number of remarks are necessary to put this result
into context. First, the result of Eq. A30 would not
necessarily hold without the assumption of local depo-
larizing noise, reemphasizing that this result works only
for a restricted family of noise models. Notably, this
kind of noise model can be enforced on a given hardware

circuit using randomized compiling techniques [70], by
which the insertion of some redundant single-qubit oper-
ations has the effect of converting systematic errors into
stochastic depolarizing errors. Furthermore, this result
was attained under a restrictive choice of perturbative
limit in which the typical number of errors (εn) is very
small (though typically a similar assumption is necessary
for fault tolerance required by most forms of quantum er-
ror correction). We also note that the terms of the form
f ·ε may contribute significantly less to the magnitude of
F and FLE than n · ε, depending on how the intermedi-
ate states in the implementation of U are affected by the
various Pauli operators imposed by D.

However, even under these restrictions we have that
an optimization based on F0 will not necessarily arrive
at S∗. Even in the case where an experimentalist has per-
fect knowledge of the depolarizing error rates in a device
(computed using RB for example), more detailed knowl-
edge about the effects of the errors (contained in the
terms f and g) is necessary to probe for the optimal qubit
assignment. This shortcoming can be demonstrated with
a simple example where we suppose GN has exactly n−1
noiseless qubits to choose from (with the remainder be-
ing acted on by maximally depolarizing channels) and U
is the circuit preparing the state

1√
2

(
|0n−1〉+ |1n−1〉

)
|0〉 (A31)

In this case, F0 is flat over the space of qubit assign-
ments that contain the n − 1 noiseless qubits, but F is
maximized only when nth logical qubit is assigned to a
noisy device qubit since depolarizing any of the qubits
in the entangled subsystem of the state will completely
eliminate the coherence of the entangled state.

The truncated expansions for F , FLE, and F0 can be
validated via numerical simulation. Comparing Eq. A22
to Eq. A15 gives a single-error approximation for F as

F =
1

2

(
FLE

F0
+ F0

)
+ (multiple-error terms) (A32)

which allows one to approximate F having knowledge of
only FLE and F0 given this specific noise model.

This relation suggests that it may be possible to esti-
mate F via extrapolation techniques if one can reliably
compute F0, for instance using randomized circuits con-
structed using the same number of gates acting on each
qubit and edge as U . As this extrapolation assumes an
underlying noise model consisting of depolarizing noise,
an accurate characterization of performance using the re-
lationship of Eq. A32 might require techniques such as
randomized compiling [70].

2. Alternative noise models

We now discuss the optimization behavior of F , F0,
and FLE in the context of other noise models. Ap-
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pendix A 2 a will describe a simple noise model for which
all three metrics share an optimal qubit assignment,
demonstrating that under relaxed conditions knowledge
of F0 is sufficient to optimize a qubit assignment. Ap-
pendix A 2b will describe a noise model for which F and
FLE are entirely uncorrelated. Appendix A3 will extend
the results of Appendix A 1 to a family of general Marko-
vian noise models in the weak error limit.

a. Global depolarizing noise

In contrast to Appendix A1, here we study a noise
model for which the optimal qubit assignment accord-
ing to F0, FLE , and F is identical. We consider global
depolarizing noise acting on the system with probability
proportional to the error rate of the most recently exe-
cuted gate. While such a model is highly unrealistic for
most choices of U , it is well motivated in the case where U
is a random circuit drawn uniformly with respect to the
Haar measure on U(2n). Without loss of generality we
may decompose U as U =

∏m
i=1 Ui where each Ui ∈ Gp is

a member of the hardware gate set for simplicity. Each
gate Ui is understood to act on the vertices and edges
(i, ei). Then for each Ui we apply a depolarizing channel
(Eq. 15 with d = 2n) acting over all n qubits so that the
noisy implementation of U acting on |0〉〈0| is given by

EU (|0〉〈0|) = Dm ◦ Um ◦ · · · ◦ D1 ◦ U1(|0〉〈0|) (A33)

where the map Ui : ρ → UiρU
†
i is adopted for conve-

nience. Each channel Di has a depolarizing probability
given by

εp =

wV (i) if ei = ∅

wE(ei) otherwise
(A34)

where wV and wE denote the weights for a vertex or edge
respectively according to a fixed noise graph GN . We can
now directly compute F and FLE. Starting from an initial
state |0〉〈0| the result of applying the noisy process UE
can be computed recursively as

EU (|0〉〈0|) =

m∏
k=1

(1− εk)ρm +

(
1−

m∏
k=1

(1− εk)

)
I
d

(A35)

= F0ρm + (1− F0)
I
d

(A36)

where we have substituted F0 defined in Eq. 9 with ηpq =
0:

F0 =

m∏
k=1

(1− εk) =
∏

k:vk∈V

(1− εk)nk (A37)

where nk counts the multiplicity of each qubit or edge
occurring in the instruction set (so that

∑
k nk = m)

and |V | = n. This is a slight generalization of the result
derived in [71]. Assuming that each operation Ui and U

†
i

are depolarized by the same amount, we apply EU† and
then measure the probability of recovering the all zeros
bitstring to be

FLE =
d− 1

d
F 2

0 +
1

d
(A38)

whereas the fidelity of the state prepared by EU using
Eq. A36 as

F =
d− 1

d
F0 +

1

d
(A39)

Then, defining S∗ = arg maxS⊆Vp
F0 and using the

monotonicity of x2 for x > 0 we immediately find

S∗ = arg max
S⊆Vp

F = arg max
S⊆Vp

FLE = S∗LE (A40)

which is the desired result. Furthermore, the fact that
S∗ was defined as the qubit assignment maximizing F0

means that for this noise model, the optimal qubit assign-
ment can be found by maximizing any one of F , FLE, or
F0. This result is expected since the noise model does
not incorporate any information about the structure of
U (only the number of gates acting on each qubit at some
point in time), and so the assumption of a digital error
model holds and F0 is an effective proxy for the circuit
fidelity. This result further highlights that in the case of
sufficiently random circuits F0 may be an effective opti-
mizer over qubit assignments.

In the above analyses we have defined F0 in terms of
depolarizing channel parameters εk and ηjk, even though
though it is not immediately clear that this is the correct
parameter to optimize over. In contrast, a depolarizing
model can be viewed in terms of a Pauli error ep by defin-
ing the Kraus operators as [43]

E` =

√
ep

2n − 1
P`, ` 6= 0 (A41)

E0 =
√

1− ep I (A42)
P` = σ`1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ`n (A43)

where σ` is a Pauli matrix with ` ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}n. Com-
paring this action of this channel to a global depolarizing
channel with probability p (Eq. 15 for d = 2n) gives the
relationship

ep = p(1− 4−n) (A44)

Therefore computation of F0 from experimentally mea-
sured diagnostic data is subject to ambiguities arising
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from the interpretation of error rates. The quantity
F0(ε̂, η̂) is equally valid when its arguments represent
individual gate infidelities (which are combined in a mul-
tiplicative fashion into a total circuit fidelity by F0) or
when its arguments represent probabilities for depolar-
ization after each gate. The parameters in these two
error models are related by a constant scalar, but it is
straightforward to show that the ranking of qubit assign-
ments with respect to F0(cε̂, cη̂) will not necessarily be
preserved with respect to a rescaling factor c applied to
the error rates. Define the function

f(x, c) =

d∏
i=1

(1− cxi)ni (A45)

for any x ∈ Rd+, n ∈ Zd+ and 0 ≤ c ≤ 1 (the upper
bound on c may be loosened as long as cxi ≤ 1∀ i). Then
letting the vectors ε and ε′ be the per-qubit error rates
for assignments S and S′ respectively, it is easy to show
that there exist choices ε, ε′, c, and c′ such that f(ε, c) >
f(ε′, c) but f(ε, c′) < f(ε′, c′). Then letting c = 1, c′ =
(1− 4−n), one can generally find a distribution of errors
such that the optimal assignment differs depending on
whether F0 is computed with respect to the Pauli error
rate ep or the depolarization parameter p. This further
complicates the problem of optimal assignments using F0

computed from calibration data, as there is no a priori
choice of scaling that best suits the assignment problem
with respect to a given unitary U .

b. Gate-dependent unitary noise

In contrast to Appendix A 1, is straightforward to con-
struct a noise model for which S∗ 6= S∗LE . Consider if EU
is strictly unitary, such that EU (ρ) = ŨρŨ† and

Ũ =
m∏
i=1

WiUi (A46)

If the (unitary) noise affecting the reverse circuit is its
own adjoint,

EU†(ρ) = Ũ†ρŨ (A47)

then FLE = 1 for any choice of {Wi} while F(U) can
take on arbitrary values in [0, 1]. Such a model might
be relevant to some forms of unitary control error and
highlights the need for some contextual understanding of
the noise processes involved in a specific hardware when
using the technique we introduced in this work. For in-
stance in [72] it was observed that similar unitary error
occurred for both (iSWAP)1/2 and (iSWAP)−1/2 which
would result in accumulated errors reflected in F being
possibly cancelled out during the computation of FLE.

3. Perturbative limit with Markovian noise

We consider a more general case such that the infidelity
can be modeled as a result of weak Markovian noises and
time-independent control errors. The time evolution of
the qubit density matrix ρ is governed by a Lindblad
master equation [73],

d

dt
ρ = −i[H, ρ] +

∑
j

γj
2

(2AjρA
†
j −A

†
jAjρ−A

†
jAjρ),

(A48)
where H is the qubit Hamiltonian representing the qubit
gates and control errors, and the Markovian noise chan-
nels are represented by the jump operator Aj and the de-
cay rate γj . To make the discussion more convenient, we
introduce the superoperators which map an operator to
another operator. Similar to operators, additions, mul-
tiplications, Hermitian transpose and inverse are well-
defined over these superoperators. In particular, we can
defineHρ = −i[H, ρ] andDρ =

∑
j
γj
2 (2AjρA

†
j−A

†
jAjρ−

A†jAjρ) to express the master equation as

d

dt
ρ = Hρ+Dρ. (A49)

A quantum program can be modeled as a series of
m gates sequentially applied to the QPUs. Each of
the gate is represented by a noiseless propagator Uj =
e−iHj;0∆tj generated by the gate Hamiltonian Hj;0 where
j = 1, 2, · · · ,m and ∆tj is the gate duration time. In the
presence of noise, the propagator has to be modified ac-
cording to the master equation (A49) which has a formal
solution ρ(t) = eHt+Dtρ(t = 0). The noisy propagator
EU of a quantum program U can hence be written as

EU =

m∏
j=1

EUj =

m∏
j=1

eHj∆tj+Dj∆tj , (A50)

where EUj
is the noisy propagator of the j-th qubit gate.

The Hamiltonian Hj = Hj;0 +He;Uj
consists of the gate

Hamiltonian Hj;0 and the static control error Hamilto-
nian He;Uj

associated with the gate Uj . In principle, the
control error could be different for the gate Uj and its
conjugate U†j and we have

EUj =eHj;0∆tj+He;Uj
∆tj+Dj∆tj , (A51)

EU†j =e
−Hj;0∆tj+H

e;U
†
j

∆tj+Dj∆tj
. (A52)

We put a negative sign in front of Hj;0 for EU†j since

the conjugate gate U†j can be generated by −Hj;0. In
the above equations, we also assume that the Markovian
noise channels are the same for Uj and U†j . To simplify
the following discussion, we define

Hj;e± =
1

2
(He;Uj

±He;U†j ). (A53)
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The fidelity F and the Loschmidt Echo metric FLE as
in the previous discussions are given by

F = 〈0|U†EU (|0〉〈0|)U |0〉 = Tr (ρT ρ1) , (A54)
FLE = Tr (|0〉〈0|EU† ◦ EU (|0〉〈0|)) = Tr (ρ0ρ2) . (A55)

Here, ρT = |ψ〉〈ψ| is the target pure state prepared by
the noiseless U , ρ0 = |0〉〈0| is the initial pure state, ρ1 is
the state prepared by the noisy propagator EU , and ρ2 is
the state prepared by the noisy propagator EU followed
by the noisy inverse propagator EU† . We can also express
these states in terms of the superoperators,

ρT =

m∏
j=1

eHj;0∆tjρ0, (A56)

ρ1 =

m∏
j=1

eHj;0∆tj+Hj;e+∆tj+Hj;e−∆tj+Dj∆tjρ0, (A57)

ρ2 =

1∏
j=m

e−Hj;0∆tj+Hj;e+∆tj−Hj;e−∆tj+Dj∆tjρ1. (A58)

We assume that the gate duration times ∆tj are small to
separate the noiseless evolution and the error terms such
that

ρ1 =

m∏
j=1

eHj;e+∆tj+Hj;e−∆tj+Dj∆tjeHj;0∆tjρ0

+O
(
∆t2j

)
, (A59)

ρ2 =

1∏
j=m

e−Hj;0∆tjeHj;e+∆tj−Hj;e−∆tj+Dj∆tjρ1

+O
(
∆t2j

)
. (A60)

This decomposition is valid as long as the gate duration
time is much smaller than the characteristic time scale
of the errors. We then introduce ε as an order-counting
parameter such that Hj;e+ → εHj;e+, Hj;ei → εHj;e−
and Dj → εDj . Expanding the exponentials in the above
equations thus gives us

ρ1 =

m∏
j=1

[1 + ε∆tj (Hj;e+ +Hj;e− +Dj)] eHj;0∆tjρ0

+O
(
ε2,∆t2j

)
, (A61)

ρ2 =

1∏
j=m

e−Hj;0∆tj [1 + ε∆tj (Hj;e+ −Hj;e− +Dj)] ρ1

+O
(
ε2,∆t2j

)
. (A62)

In the perturbative limit, the error terms are small such
that we can take the leading terms in the above equation
to compute F and FLE. We then have

F =1 + ε

m∑
k=1

Tr

ρ0

 1∏
j=k

e−Hj;0∆tj

∆tk (Hk;e+ +Hk;e− +Dk)

 k∏
j=1

eHj;0∆tj

 ρ0

 , (A63)

FLE =1 + 2ε

m∑
k=1

Tr

ρ0

 1∏
j=k

e−Hj;0∆tj

∆tk (Hk;e+ +Dk)

 k∏
j=1

eHj;0∆tj

 ρ0

 (A64)

Comparison these two equations, we arrive at the follow-
ing relation

F − 1 =
FLE − 1

2
+ Ee− +O(ε2) (A65)

where

Ee− =ε

m∑
k=1

Tr

[
ρ0

 1∏
j=k

e−Hj;0∆tj

∆tkHk;e−

×

 k∏
j=1

eHj;0∆tj

 ρ0

]
(A66)

is the control error dependent on the pulse sequence re-
alizations of U and U†.
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If the control error of any gate is the same to that of its
inverse implementation, Ee− vanishes. We can rearrange
equation (A65) for FLE results in the relationship

FLE = 2F − 1 +O(ε2). (A67)

This means that in the weak error limit, FLE is linearly
proportional to F . Then in general, the ranking of FLE
and the ranking of F are the same for noise models sat-
isfying the following conditions:

1. The environmental noise is Markovian such that
the time evolution of the system density matrix can
be described by a Lindblad master equation [73];

2. The control error is the same for any gate U and
its inverse U†;

3. The system is in the weak-error limit;

4. The gate duration time is much smaller than the
characteristic time scale of the errors.

In other words, given these conditions, the optimal as-
signments with respect to F and FLE are the same, i.e.

S∗ = S∗LE , (A68)

which completes the proof of Proposition 1. One can
show that the depolarizing noise models discussed in Ap-
pendix A1 and Appendix A 2 are special cases of theses
conditions with no control errors and the error rates given
by γj∆tj for the specific depolarizing channels. One can
also check that the gate-dependent unitary noise defined
in Appendix A2 b violates the second condition and thus
FLE no longer serves as a good approximation of F .

Appendix B: Readout error mitigation

We discuss the effect of readout error on FLE (U) and
techniques for efficient readout error mitigation. In this
case let EU → U and EU† → U†, but replace the perfect
measurement operation with a noisy one. A noisy com-
putational basis measurement can be represented by the
POVM {Pj} with j = 0 . . . 2n − 1 with each element Pj
given by

Pj =
∑
k

pjk|k〉〈k| (B1)

where the restriction that
∑
j pjk = 1 ensures that∑

j Pj = I. The choice Pj = |j〉〈j| recovers a noiseless
computational basis measurement. For a fixed j, each pjk
in Eq. B1 can be interpreted as the probability of mea-
suring computational basis state |k〉 but then recording
that result as |j〉. Substituting P0 for |0〉〈0| in Eq. 5 of
the main text we find that

FLE (U) = Tr
(
P0UU

†|0〉〈0|U†U
)

(B2)
= Tr (P0|0〉〈0|) (B3)
= p00 (B4)

which shows that this fidelity estimate will only depend
on the probability that the bitstring 0n is measured cor-
rectly by the noisy measurement, and the qubit set Q̃∗
resulting from optimization of FLE (U) in the presence
of readout error will be biased towards maximizing p00.
Clearly this does not fully characterize the effect of read-
out error on a measurement applied to EU (|0〉〈0|), and
so Q̃∗ will generally differ from a qubit set Q∗ that min-
imizes the effect of readout error after preparing, say,
EU (|0〉〈0|). In an experimental setting this bias can be
removed by applying readout error mitigation which can
efficiently recover the probability of the all-zeros bitstring
from the output of a quantum device [42].

In exploratory experiments we determined that read-
out error correction assuming uncorrelated bitflip errors
for each qubit closely matched the performance of read-
out error correction assuming correlated bitflips. We
performed readout error correction for all experiments
by first determining the conditional error probability
p01 = p(0|1) of observing “0” given a pre-measurement
state |1〉 and p10 = p(1|0) of observing “1” given a pre-
measurement state |0〉 for every qubit. We then ran ex-
periments to empirically estimate the probability p′(j) of
observing each bitstring j = 0, . . . , 2n with readout error.
Since p′(j) represents a joint probability over single bit
outcomes, we then estimated the true probability p(j)
of measuring bitstring j using the tensor product of a
set of linear maps used to correct each pair of single-bit
marginal probabilities p′(0) and p′(1), each having the
form

(
p(0)

p(1)

)
=

(
p(0|0) p(0|1)

p(1|0) p(1|1)

)−1(
p′(0)

p′(1)

)
. (B5)

The error propagated by a linear equation of the form
p = Q−1p′ increases with increasing condition number
κ(Q) = ‖Q‖

∥∥Q−1
∥∥, and therefore greater readout error

rates p(x|¬x) will lead to a breakdown in the perfor-
mance of readout error correction. We therefore rejected
qubit assignments for which max(p(0|1), p(1|0)) > 0.15,
typically fewer than 5% of assignments on Rainbow but
∼ 27% assignments on Weber. We found that the rela-
tionship between F and FLE was consistently strength-
ened by performing readout error correction. This is
partly due to the tendency of asymmetric readout er-
ror rates (i.e. p(0|1) > p(1|0)) to increase FLE (since the
experimentalist infers greater survival likelihood from a
larger population of observed 0n bitstrings) while at the
same time decreasing F (in which case the effect of mostly
random readout error with high probability increases the
distance of the observed bitstring distribution to the bit-
string distribution associated with the output of DFE).
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Appendix C: Mapping logical circuits to physical
circuits

We present a more detailed description of the qubit
assignment problem. We consider a map acting on a
logical circuit that returns a hardware circuit performing
the same operation as the logical circuit:

M : (GmL , V mL , EmL )→ (Gm
′

p , V m
′

p , Em
′

p ) (C1)

and assume that CL ∈ (GmL , V mL , EmL ) is uses exactly n
unique qubits taken from VL. We further subject M to
the constraint that U(Cp)|0〉 executed in a noiseless set-
ting will prepare the same state as executing the logical
circuit. We should allow for the use of additional opera-
tions or qubits in the execution of Cp that do not affect
the unitary U(CL), and so we let Cp ∈ (Gm′p , V m

′

p , Em
′

p )
use exactly N qubits taken from Vp and constrain the
map M such that

U(CL)|0〉〈0|U(CL)† = TrA
(
U(Cp)|0N 〉〈0N |U(Cp)†

)
(C2)

for some register A consisting of at most (N −n) qubits.
We will consider implementing a specific unitary U . To
allow for a layer of abstraction between the logical circuit
and physical implementations, we fix a map M and con-
sider the sets of permissible logical and physical circuits
to be

CL = {CL : CL ∈ (GmL , V mL , EmL ), U(CL) = U} (C3)

Cp = {Cp : Cp ∈ (Gm
′

p , V m
′

p , Em
′

p ),

(∃CL ∈ (GmL , V mL , EmL ) : Cp = M(CL))}
(C4)

To implement Simulated Annealing we fix the set of
possible states of the annealer to be S = Cp, and the al-
gorithm proceeds by iteratively evaluating the cost func-
tion for elements drawn from S and updating to another
element of S accordingly. We now discuss how the def-
inition of Cp with respect to a mapping M complicates
the implementation of SA.

In our hardware experiments we chose M to be the
identity mapping and set Vp = VL, Ep = EL, and Gp =
GL. As a result, Cp = CL. This effectively separates
compilation of logical operations into physical operations
from the qubit assignment. If we define an update rule
such that every element of CL may be reached in a finite
number of update steps from any other element, then
every element of S may similarly be reached after a finite
number of steps and so the algorithm is guaranteed to
converge by the conditions presented in Ref. [52].

However in general, compilation of logical circuits to
hardware will modify the contents of a logical circuit
CL such that CL 6= Cp. Alternatively, error mitigation
strategies such as dynamical decoupling [74, 75] or zero

noise extrapolation [76, 77] may introduce additional op-
erations to Cp that do not affect the realized operation
U(Cp). Similarly, “wait gates” which implement the iden-
tity operation with fidelity ≤ 1 on hardware can be used
to probe T1 and T ∗2 . Under these considerations, a rea-
sonable choice of M might allow any of the following
mappings:

([Rx(θ)], [(v3)], [∅]) (C5)
→ ([Rx(θ), X,X], [(v3), (v1), (v1)], [∅, ∅, ∅])

([Rx(θ), X,X], [(v3), (v1), (v1)], [∅, ∅, ∅]) (C6)
→ ([Rx(θ)], ([v3]), [∅])

Oftentimes logical circuits using elements of VL with
higher degree than those available in Vp, sometimes re-
sulting in the need for SWAP networks to realize an op-
eration U(CL) on hardware, for example:

([CNOT], [∅], [(v1, v3)]) (C7)

→
([SWAP, CNOT, SWAP],

[∅ , ∅, ∅] ,
[(v1, v2), (v2, v3), (v1, v2)])

(C8)

Allowing for mappings of this form complicates the im-
plementation of SA. Compiling operations from GL to Gp
or simplifying the implementation of CL (e.g. Eq. C6) to
reduce the depth or number of operations in a hardware
circuit involves a compilation problem that is generally
NP-hard [78]. On the other hand, allowing for arbitrary
maps of the form shown in Eqs. C5 and C7 will result in
a state space with infinite configurations. In practice this
means that the set S∗ of optimal qubit assignments may
not be accessible by SA or any optimization over qubit
assignments.

1. Assignment of circuits with unconstrained
logical connectivity

Algorithm 1 describes the implementation of SA for
qubit assignment given a neighborhood function S :
Cp → Cp and a fixed temperature schedule T : Z→ R.

In our simulated experiments involving the assignment
of logical circuits with all-to-all logical connectivity to a
hardware graph with restricted connectivity, we first as-
sumed VL = Vp and used a transpiler [29] to construct
an intermediate logical circuit CL respecting (simulated)
hardware connectivity. Then we defined the neighbor-
hood S(CL) around CL for unconstrained logical connec-
tivity (Sec. IID) according to Algorithm 2. Despite not
having access to the complete state space of qubit assign-
ments, this update scheme was able to reliably find high
scoring qubit assignments in simulation.

Fig. 7 demonstrates results of running SA for all-to-
all connectivity logical circuits transpiled onto a nearest-
neighbor connectivity simulated hardware device. While
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FIG. 7. a Sample qubit assignment score at each step of SA for a random 4-qubit circuit with unconstrained logical connectivity.
Each FLE is computed for a qubit assignment initially placed onto four simulated qubits before being transpiled [29] into a
circuit configuration satisfying nearest-neighbor connectivity on a 5× 5 2D grid. A maximum score F ∗LE was not identified due
to the number of assignment in the state space (the

(
25
4

)
4! possible all-to-all connectivity initial assignments on the grid result in

an unknown number of possible transpiled circuits satisfying nearest neighbor connectivity). Experiments were performed with
a tuned logarithmic cooling schedule (arbitrarily rescaled for presentation), T (i) = T0/(1 + log(1 + i)) with T0 = 0.08. b 100
trials of SA with transpiled all-to-all connectivity significantly outperforms best-of-ns random assignment where ns represents
the number of unique states queried by each annealer.

Algorithm 1: Simulated annealing for qubit
assignment, N iterations.

Result: Cp ∈ S
1 initialize T ← T (0), Cp ;
2 compute cost C = CLE(Cp) ;
3 for i = 1 . . . N do
4 sample C′p ∈ S(Cp) ;
5 C′ = CLE(C′p) ;
6 if C′ < C then
7 update Cp ← C′p, C ← C′ ;
8 else
9 sample x ∼ Uniform(0, 1) ;

10 if x < exp ((C′ − C)/T ) then
11 update Cp ← C′p, C ← C′ ;
12 end
13 end
14 update T ← T (i) ;
15 end

this approach was successful over random assignment of
similar circuits, we emphasize that transpilation by de-
fault represents a one-to-many mapping and so further
work is necessary to constrain the map M induced by
transpilation such that S∗ remains accessible by SA. One
potential approach is to add a counting argument to M
that enumerates over all choices of SWAP networks such
that U(Cp) = U , and to incorporate this counter into the
SA update step. More generally, the task of noise-aware
quantum compilation involving optimization over qubit
assignments on noisy hardware with a state space Cp in-

Algorithm 2: An implicit definition for the
neighborhood around CL in terms of an algorithm

applied at each iteration of SA.
Result: Sample C′L ∈ S(CL)

1 C′L ← CL construct an ordering of qubits v in CL;
2 sample x ∈ {1, 2, 3} ;
3 if x = 1 then
4 Swap two elements vi, vj ∈ v ;
5 else if x = 2 then
6 “Shift” all vi ∈ v by one row or column
7 else if x = 3 then
8 Swap an element vi ∈ v with a qubit in

Vp − {vk}nk=1;
9 Transpile C′L onto hardware topology;

duced by arbitrary M remains an open problem that we
leave to future work.

Appendix D: Device specifications and additional
experiments

We provide detail on the circuits implemented and the
hardware devices used for hardware execution. We ac-
cessed the Weber and Rainbow superconducting qubit
devices through Google’s Quantum Computing Service.
Fig. 8 shows the layout and connectivity of the qubits on
each of these devices, colored according to gate fidelity
metrics queried from the processor.

Each estimator accumulates error due to finite sample
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FIG. 8. Hardware layouts for the a “Rainbow” 23-qubit device
and b “Weber” 53-qubit device accessed via Google’s Quan-
tum Computing Service. The color of each node shows single-
qubit RB error for gates executed on the corresponding qubit,
while the color of each edge shows XEB error per cycle for two-
qubit gates executed on the corresponding edge, with darker
colors corresponding to lower error rates. Typical error rates
were 0.1% and 1% for RB and XEB respectively, and these
values were used to construct ε̂ and η̂ to compute F0 in hard-
ware experiments.

GHZ

Clifford conjugation circuit

a b SWAP network

c

d

FIG. 9. Circuits implemented for hardware diagnostic exper-
iments for FLE. a. The GHZ state |ψGHZ〉 = |0n〉+ |1n〉 can
be prepared on a linear connectivity in O(n) depth. b. The
SWAP network circuit prepares a state |ψ〉 = α|0〉+β|1〉 that
is then swapped into a new register using 4m iSWAP gates for
some integer m. The fidelity of this circuit can be computed
in constant time by performing the projective measurement
with elements {I− |ψ〉〈ψ|, |ψ〉〈ψ|}. c. A sample Clifford con-
jugation circuit: An arbitrary, random Clifford circuit will
typically require significant resources to certify. However the
output for circuits of the form UPU† with U ∈ Cl(2n) and
P ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}n can be verified in constant time. d. Decom-
positions of entangling gates using hardware native gateset for
both Rainbow and Weber devices. CNOT gates are decom-
posed into

√
iSWAP and the PhasedXZ(a, b, c) gate defined

as RXZ = Rz(a)Rx(b)Rz(c) and implemented with depth-1
on hardware.

effects, gate infidelity in the DFE measurement subcir-
cuit, and residual readout error after readout error cor-
rection has been applied. Without detailed knowledge of
these effects we cannot completely characterize the error
in each diagnostic, and so we assume every experimen-
tal diagnostic is affected equally by these systematic er-
rors. Figs. 11-12 show the results of diagnostic runs for
the (random) Clifford conjugation circuits and SWAPnet
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FIG. 10. 2D histogram of best FLE values found over 1000
trials of Simulated Annealing performed on FLE values com-
puted for UQFT |j〉 with n = 3 for the complete state space of
148 circuit assignments on Rainbow. Each FLE is the aver-
age over all choices of j ∈ [0, 3, 4, 7]. We used an exponential
temperature decay Ti = T0α

i (α = 0.988, T0 = 0.05). Av-
eraged over all choices of ns the final FLE achieved by SA
outperformed the random sampling scheme by 1.4%.

circuits respectively. For a specific family of random Clif-
ford circuits we find that FLE and 〈F randLE 〉 capture the
behavior of the fidelity F equally well when the target
circuit is itself a random circuit. In contrast, the fidelity
of a state transported through a SWAP network is only
poorly modeled by FLE computed on random circuits. In
both cases, attempting to find a qubit assignment that
maximizes F using knowledge of F0 alone is generally
no better than random guessing, and in some cases this
strategy is worse than random guessing (Fig. 12c).

1. Quantum Fourier Transform

In addition to the circuits described in the main text,
we performed SA for qubit assignment for an n qubit
Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT) circuit UQFT using
n = 3 nearest-neighbor connectivity qubits. In general,
the state resulting from applying UQFT an arbitrary ini-
tial superposition state will have support on an exponen-
tial number of Pauli strings when represented in the Pauli
basis, so that DFE can not be performed with better than
exponential cost. To work around this, we chose to im-
plement UQFT applied to a specific computational basis
state |j〉, j ∈ [0, 2n − 1]. This requires only a constant
number of experiments since the result of this computa-

tion a separable state:

|j̃〉 = UQFT |j〉 =
1√
2n

2n−1∑
k=0

exp
(
−i2πjk2−n

)
(D1)

=
1√
2n

n⊗
p=1

(
|0〉+ exp

(
−i2πj2−p

)
|1〉
)

(D2)

Defining |ap〉 = 2−1/2 (|0〉+ exp (−i2πj2−p) |1〉) and
setting the measurement parameters

θp = 2πj2−p (D3)
Up = Rz (−θp) (D4)

Mp = UpHσzHU
†
p (D5)

(D6)

gives the Pauli decomposition for the state over each
local system as

|ap〉〈ap| =
1

2
(I +Mp) (D7)

Then given a state ρ output by running QFT on hard-
ware with input |j〉 we can directly estimate the fidelity
of the prepared state as

F(ρ, |j̃〉〈j̃|) =
1

2n
Tr

(
ρ

n⊗
p=1

(I +Mp)

)
(D8)

=
1

2n

∑
`∈{0,1}n

〈M`〉 (D9)

where M` = M `1
1 ⊗ M `2

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ M `n
n . Therefore a

single measurement configuration for the operator M1 ⊗
M2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Mn contains all of the information needed
to estimate F up to postprocessing.For each qubit as-
signment we evaluated FLE and F were evaluated for
j ∈ [0, 3, 4, 7] for the n = 3 UQFT |j〉 states on all possi-
ble qubit assignments on the Rainbow device. As with
other experiments, FLE with τb(FLE, F ) = 0.72 outper-
forms other metrics considered (τb(〈F randLE 〉, F ) = 0.45,
τb(F0, F ) = 0.15) when used as a proxy for maximiz-
ing F over qubit assignments. Fig. 10 shows SA for
qubit assignment on the state space of length three sim-
ple paths on the 23 qubit Rainbow device (148 possible
assignments). The performance of SA over a comparable
random sampling scheme was less significant compared
to the n = 4 GHZ qubit assignment. This is likely due
to the small size of the state space, for which random
guessing is much more likely to produce a performant
assignment.

2. GHZ State Direct Fidelity Estimation

Here we provide measurement setting specifications for
performing DFE on the GHZ state according to [55]. The
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FIG. 11. In the case of random Clifford conjugation circuits, computing FLE for the specific instance of random circuit does
not provide significant advantage over computing 〈F rand

LE 〉 using a different kind of random circuit shown in b. Notably, both
metrics still greatly outperform F0 which was computed using RB and XEB diagnostic error rates. F0 computed using RB
error rates ostensibly describes the fidelity of a random circuit since the effect of Clifford twirling is understood to result in
local depolarizing errors, though XEB fidelities do not have a similar straightforward interpretation. c P (F> k|FLE > k) and
P (F> k|〈F rand

LE 〉> k) do not differ significantly, demonstrating that either metric is equally useful for picking a qubit assignment
to optimize F .
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FIG. 12. a. Comparison of F to FLE for a 9-qubit SWAP network experiment. Similarly to the GHZ experiment, the fidelity
of the state transmitted by the SWAP network was strongly correlated with FLE computed on the same qubit assignment. b
F rand
LE computed using random circuits and F0 computed using calibration data were not strongly correlated with actual device

performance. c The conditional success probability P (Yk|Xk) further emphasizes the performance of FLE compared to F0 and
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LE 〉.

state |ψ〉 = 1√
2
(|0〉⊗n+|1〉⊗n) can be expressed as a linear combination of Pauli matrices using the equalities

|0〉〈0| = 1

2
(1 + σz) (D10)

|1〉〈1| = 1

2
(1− σz) (D11)

|0〉〈1| = 1

2
(σx + iσy) (D12)

|1〉〈0| = 1

2
(σx − iσy). (D13)
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The goal is to measure F = 〈ψ|ρ|ψ〉 for some experimen-
tally prepared ρ. This fidelity may be expressed as the
sum of two terms, F ≡ fXY + fZ , where we define

fZ =
1

2
Tr
(
ρ(|0〉〈0|⊗n + |1〉〈1|⊗n)

)
(D14)

=
1

2
Tr
(
ρ

1

2n
(1 + σz)

⊗n
)

+
1

2
Tr
(
ρ

1

2n
(1− σz)⊗n

)
(D15)

=
1

2(n+1)

 ∑
`∈{0,1}n

〈Z`〉(1 + (−1)|`|)

 . (D16)

Here, Z` = σ`1z ⊗σ`2z ⊗· · ·⊗σ`nz with ` ∈ {0, 1}n is a Pauli
operator, and the prefactor of 1/2 is because ψ contains
1
2 (|0〉〈0|⊗n + |1〉〈1|⊗n). To estimate fZ it is therefore
sufficient to measure in the computational basis for each
qubit and perform classical postprocessing. To estimate
fXY , we begin by defining

Mk =

(
cos

(
kπ

n

)
σx + sin

(
kπ

n

)
σy

)⊗n
(D17)

= UkHσzHU
†
k (D18)

where k = 1, . . . , n and Uk := Rz
(
kπ
n

)
. Then one can

show that

fXY =
1

2
Tr
(
ρ(|0〉〈1|⊗n + |1〉〈0|⊗n)

)
(D19)

=
1

2n

n∑
k=1

(−1)kTr(Mkρ). (D20)

Therefore to estimate fXY it is sufficient to estimate
〈Mk〉 using pre-measurement rotations HU†k for each
choice of k = 1, . . . , n. As a consequence we are able
to estimate fidelity of the GHZ state |ψ〉 using n+ 1 ex-
periments.
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