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Dynamical decoupling (DD) is a low-overhead method for quantum error suppression. We describe
how empirical learning schemes can be used to tailor DD strategies to the quantum device and task
at hand. We use genetic algorithms to learn DD (GADD) strategies and apply our method to the
27-qubit Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm, 5-qubit Grover’s algorithm, and 80-qubit mirror randomized
benchmarking circuits. In each scenario, the GADD strategies significantly outperform canonical
DD sequences. We demonstrate the generic and scalable nature of our GADD method in that it
does not require a priori knowledge of target circuit outcomes and has runtime remaining constant
with increasing circuit depth and qubit number. Moreover, the relative improvement of empirically
learned DD strategies over canonical DD sequences is shown to increase with increasing problem
size and circuit sophistication.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamical decoupling (DD) [1–4] is a well-established
error suppression strategy that has improved quantum
state fidelity in a wide variety of qubit platforms, in-
cluding superconducting circuits [5, 6], trapped ions [7],
solid state spins [8–10], and electron spins [11]. As pro-
grammable quantum computers are not yet fault tol-
erant [12–15], suppression of errors is vital for useful
quantum computation. DD has enabled state-of-the-art
quantum computing demonstrations on superconducting
qubit-based devices [16–19], and may provide utility even
in the fault-tolerant quantum computation regime [20].

DD was one of the earliest methods for quantum er-
ror suppression to be proposed, leading to a long his-
tory of DD design. In the past two decades, numerous
novel and sophisticated DD sequences have been pro-
posed. The majority of this work has been focused on
canceling certain terms of the system-bath interaction,
increasing the order in the pulse spacing τ to which er-
rors are suppressed, or mitigating systematic errors in
pulse implementation on a single qubit. We refer cu-
rious readers to Ref. [6] for a comprehensive survey of
this work. However, the complexity of experimental-
scale quantum circuits today has grown beyond the scale
at which theoretical approaches to DD design have been
considered. For example, universally robust DD (URDD)
was proven to be robust to dephasing noise and system-
atic pulse errors in the single qubit case [21], but URDD
and similar single-qubit robust sequences such as Eule-
rian DD (EDD) [22] have been applied to multi-qubit
experiments [23–25]. Indeed, most of the DD sequences
that are used in quantum computational experiments to-
day [6] were derived to decouple single qubit systems
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from their surrounding environments. Although success-
ful results are empirically observed, such DD sequences
are not necessarily theoretically optimal as the single-
qubit DD optimization neglects central sources of error
in multi-qubit circuits such as quantum crosstalk [26].
While multi-qubit DD sequences exist, their application
on quantum processors rarely succeeds [27] as multi-
qubit quantum gates are substantially more error-prone
than single-qubit ones [28]. Recently, staggered single-
qubit DD sequences have been proposed for crosstalk
suppression in multi-qubit systems [29]. However, such
staggered sequences are difficult to implement because
idle gaps on many qubits do not align by default. As
the number of qubits increases, finding such alignments
in the circuit timeline and computing the tradeoff be-
tween which crosstalk terms to cancel becomes highly
non-trivial. More generally, the difficulty of designing a
DD strategy that works under certain noise conditions
and quantum control restrictions is compounded by the
difficulty of accurately describing a device’s noise char-
acteristics [28, 30].

The availability of quantum computers with fast inter-
action with classical computers has created the possibil-
ity of using classical optimization techniques to improve
error suppression and mitigation [31]. Prime examples of
this innovation include the probabilistic error cancella-
tion [32], probabilistic error amplification [18], and read-
out error mitigation [33–36], which have enabled state-
of-the-art quantum computing experiments [18]. For er-
ror suppression, deep learning [37] and integration of
CPMG [38, 39] and XY4 sequence placement with a vari-
ational quantum algorithm [40, 41] have been used to
classically optimize effective DD strategies. We advance
this work by providing a framework to empirically learn
DD strategies tailored to the quantum device and task
at hand. Our specific choice of the learning algorithm
builds off of the work in Ref. [42], where the authors use a
genetic algorithm to improve single-qubit quantum mem-
ory by considering a classical simulation of open quan-
tum system dynamics. We generalize this approach by
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including empirical feedback from a bona fide quantum
backend and expanding to multi-qubit circuits.

We start by reviewing DD in Sec. II. In Sec. III, we dis-
cuss the specific implementation of our learning scheme
and the methods by which it explores the desired strat-
egy space while maintaining computational tractability.
In Sec. IV, we evaluate the performance of our method
against current state-of-the-art DD methods on known
quantum problems. Furthermore, we demonstrate the
capability of our method to learn effective DD strate-
gies on target quantum circuits with a priori unknown
answers by employing easily simulable training circuits
with a similar structure to the target quantum circuit.
We demonstrate the ability of our method to increase
the scale of existing large-scale benchmarking protocols
on quantum processors. Finally, in Sec. V, we discuss
the scope of applications for our GADD method and the
implications of our results.

II. BACKGROUND ON DYNAMICAL
DECOUPLING

We begin with a simplified framework of a noisy system
that is typical of the context where DD sequences are the-
oretically analyzed. We consider an idle period of qubit
evolution where the system dynamics are governed by a
system-bath interaction HSB and bath-specific Hamilto-
nian HB , such that for time τ , the system evolution is
given by the unitary operator

fτ = exp[−iτ(HSB +HB)]. (1)

Let us consider the decoupling group G, a sub-group of
unitary transformations SU(2), such that gj ∈ G acts on
the system Hilbert space HS . The decoupling group acts
on fτ by conjugation:

g†jfτgj = exp
[
−iτg†j (HSB +HB)gj

]
= exp[−iτ(H ′

SB +HB)],
(2)

where H ′
SB = g†jHSBgj . For a general single-qubit

system-bath coupling Hamiltonian

HSB =
∑

α=x,y,z

σα ⊗Bα, (3)

which implies that

H ′
SB =

∑
α=x,y,z

(
σα + [g†j , σ

α]gj

)
⊗Bα. (4)

We consider the concatenation of L− 1 such intervals of
length τ conjugated by different elements gj ∈ G. The
corresponding unitary time evolution operator over time

T = (L− 1)τ is then

U(T ) =

L−1∏
j=1

g†jfτgj

= exp

−iτ

L−1∑
j=1

(H ′
SB,j +HB) +O(τ2)

 (5)

by the BCH formula, where H ′
SB,j is effective Hamilto-

nian as derived in Eq. (4) due to conjugation by the jth

element of the decoupling group present in the sequence.
Such a time interval where the system evolves under
HSB conjugated by elements of G can be experimentally

achieved by the length L pulse sequence given by p1 = g†1,

pL = gL−1 and pj = gj−1g
†
j for j = 1, . . . , L−1 at the cor-

responding times in the pulse sequence. As such, G can
be chosen such that the pulses pj are easily implemented
from existing operations present on the quantum back-
end. Thus, performing DD requires nothing more than
applying a pre-programmed sequence of pulses in parallel
to the execution of any quantum computation. For exam-
ple, taking g1 = X from G = {I,X} results in the L = 2
pulse sequence p1 = p2 = X and cancels all terms HSB

not coupled to σx to first order in τ , while taking g1 = X,
g2 = Z, g3 = Y from G = {I,X, Y, Z} results in the XY4
pulse sequence which cancels all system-bath interactions
up to first order in the pulse spacing τ [6]. The selective
cancellation of system-bath interactions with DD can be
much more sophisticated, as exemplified by dynamically
generated decoherence-free subspaces [4, 27, 43].
We note that for a decoupling group of size |G| and

pulse sequences of length L, there are
(|G|+L−2

|G|−1

)
equiv-

alence classes of DD sequences distinguished by distinct
U(T ) operators when neglecting contributions of O(τ2)
and higher to the effective system-bath Hamiltonian.
This result arises from counting the number of ways that
the L − 1 intervals where the system evolves under the

effective Hamiltonian g†jHSBgj can be partitioned among

the |G| possibilities for gj . The equivalence class defined
by maximal suppression to the first order of all terms in
HSB anticommuting with all non-identity elements of G
is of particular theoretical interest. This class is achieved
by selecting a permutation of the non-identity elements
of G to be the {gj} in the L = |G| case [44], of which
there are (L − 1)!. However, the equivalence of such
sequences can be broken due to experimental gate im-
plementations. For example, the sequences XYXY and
Y ZY Z belong to this maximal suppression equivalence
class for the decoupling group G = {I,X, Y, Z}. In vari-
ous superconducting qubit-based devices, X and Y gates
are implemented as finite width control pulses, while Z
is implemented as a virtual state rotation, leading to dif-
ferent behavior between the DD sequences XYXY and
Y ZY Z [5, 6].
As a result, the number of distinct unitary transfor-

mations U(T ) that can experienced by a qubit in a pro-
grammable quantum computer when DD is applied is not
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Fig. 1. The fast feedback between classical and quantum computers allows for the implementation of empirical methods for
optimizing DD strategies. For a general training circuit with several different DD motifs, i.e. subcircuits in its circuit structure,
an empirical DD optimization scheme can be run for any motif with an iterative quantum/classical approach. The output from
independently optimizing DD on a motif can then be padded onto a specific target circuit.

restricted to the
(|G|+L−2

|G|−1

)
equivalence classes. Instead,

it behaves much more like the upper bound of |G|L−1
,

where each gj can independently take on any element
of G. Furthermore, in experimental-scale circuits with
N > 1 qubits, there can be 1 ≤ C ≤ N independent
DD sequences simultaneously applied to different qubits,

giving an overall scaling of |G|(L−1)C
. We show that it

is possible to systematically search this large space and
empirically identify well-performing DD strategies.

III. METHODS

A. Empirical learning of DD strategies

Given access to a programmable quantum device that
can efficiently communicate with a classical device, the
desired DD strategy can be found via empirical optimiza-
tion using classical learning algorithms. To do so, we
begin with a target circuit or a family of target circuits
(Fig. 1) with potentially unknown outcomes a priori. We
assume that the optimal DD strategy depends on the cir-
cuit structure defined by the position of the single qubit
and entangling gates but not their specific parameters.
To define the training circuits, we first define DD mo-
tifs, which are sub-circuit structures that are repeated in

the target circuit. Examples of DD motifs are idle gaps
on individual qubits, aligned idle gaps between neighbor-
ing qubits, three qubits with entangling operation on two
qubits and idling on the third, and trivially, the training
circuit itself. Previous comparisons of DD strategies on
programmable quantum computers have focused on spe-
cific motifs: Ref. [6] discusses the wide array of methods
for the idle gap motif in quantum memory experiments,
Ref. [42] considers the motif of neighboring idle qubits
on the backend graph and Ref. [26] considers crosstalk
cancellation on the motif of qubits adjacent to an en-
tangling operation. Notably, Ref. [40] considers the Clif-
fordized sub-circuit on a 4-qubit subset as its DD motif.
In this work, we generalize to circuit-scale DD motifs un-
restricted to simple idle gaps or small qubit clusters that
are constructed by modifying certain circuit parameters
while preserving general circuit structure. This is further
discussed in Sec. III C.

Equipped with the training circuit, the next step is to
define a search space for the potential DD strategies and
a way to navigate this space, i.e. the learning algorithm.
Both continuous and discrete optimization methods are
viable approaches. For continuous optimization, we can
choose DD sequence parameters, such as pulse angle, du-
ration, and spacing, which can be fed into continuous pa-
rameter optimization algorithms[45] like gradient-based
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methods or Nelder-Mead in a similar fashion to pulse-
based variational strategies [41, 46]. In this work, we do
not consider a continuous approach due to the large num-
ber of iterations and quantum-to-classical calls required
for convergence in a space parameterized by continuous
variables. We are hopeful that as quantum devices ma-
ture, we will see such variational DD strategies succeed.
Instead, we consider discrete optimization with a genetic
algorithm as our learning algorithm on the space of C
different length L pulse sequences drawn from a given
decoupling groupG on anN qubit experimental-scale cir-
cuit. As discussed in the next subsection, our approach
leads to a relatively quick convergence owing to the inher-
ent parallelization of the genetic algorithm where individ-
ual DD strategies can be evaluated in parallel rather than
sequentially. In particular, our technique is set apart
from previous theoretical and empirical approaches to
DD optimization in its scalability to quantum circuits
with a large qubit number and circuit depth, as well as
our ability to learn task-tailored DD strategies that ad-
dress both system-environment as well as qubit-to-qubit
crosstalk.

B. Genetic algorithms

Genetic algorithms, inspired by evolution via natural
selection, efficiently search a space of possibilities for indi-
viduals that optimize a given utility function, also called
the objective function [47, 48]. In the prototypical ge-
netic algorithm, an individual in a population can be
identified by features analogous to genes on a chromo-
some. By identifying two individuals in the population
and a scheme to exchange features among the two, addi-
tional individuals of the population can be generated in a
process analogous to reproduction with genetic mutation.

The problem of determining DD strategies for a quan-
tum circuit admits an unambiguous representation in the
context of a genetic algorithm [42]. We begin by defin-
ing the space of DD strategies, which consist of applying
different DD sequences to different qubits in a quantum
circuit. As described in Sec. I, the space of DD strategies
on an N -qubit quantum problem is characterized by the
group of decoupling pulses G, the maximum number of
pulses per sequence L, and the number of qubit sets C
that receive different single-qubit DD sequences. While
there is a subtle difference between the decoupling group
G and the corresponding pulses {pj}, the group structure
of G enforces that all pj ∈ G. In this paper, we consider
pulses from the group

G = {Ip, Im, Xp, Xm, Yp, Ym, Zp, Zm} (6)

where Ip, Xp, Yp, Zp are the typical Pauli matrices and
Im, Xm, Ym, Zm are their respective equivalents with an
additionally incurred global phase of π. This decou-
pling group was chosen to include most canonical DD
sequences, such as XY4, EDD, and CPMG and its XpXm

variant, within the GADD search space, without incur-
ring much additional overhead. L is chosen depending
on the typical length of qubit idle periods in a given
quantum problem. Finally, we partition the N circuit
qubits into C sets according to a graph where graph
nodes represent circuit qubits and graph edges represent
entangling gates between qubits present in the quantum
circuit. This is similar to the connectivity graph of a
device, except that we concern ourselves with only the
present entangling operations in the specific circuit and
neglect unused backend qubits. We color the vertices of
the resulting graph using C = 2 or C = 3 colors such
that no two vertices connected by an edge receive the
same color and let each color receive an independent,
uniformly spaced DD sequence. The sequence length L
is chosen such that idle periods in the target circuit are
sufficiently long for the padding of L pulses. In the case
of staggered DD sequences, we impose that the first color
has the pulse sequence placed uniformly between the op-
erations defining the start and end of the idle period,
while the second receives an asymmetric sequence with a
pulse at the earliest time one can be applied in the idle
period, and the third receives an asymmetric sequence
with a pulse at the latest time one can be applied in the
idle period. As the IBM heavy hexagon architecture is
planar and cannot contain any subgraph isomorphic to
K4 [49], it is easy to find a 3-coloring of the resulting
graph such that no two vertices sharing an edge have the
same color, and an analogous process can be performed
on other limited-connectivity architectures. In the gen-
eral case, our implementation is not restricted by the
number of colors, where C can be set to the number of
qubits such that each qubit undergoes independent evo-
lution. We note that we do not restrict ourselves to the
equivalence class of DD sequences giving maximal sup-
pression of errors to first order to allow for a more com-
prehensive search over different DD sequence staggerings
for crosstalk mitigation. For a circuit partitioned into C
colors, our search space contains 2(L−1)C distinct pulse
staggerings, corresponding to the number of distinct ways
to allocate I ∈ G elements in each independent DD se-
quences.

The iterative optimization scheme employed by the
GADD method is depicted in Fig. 2. After partition-
ing the qubits present in the circuit among the C colors,
we construct an initial population of K DD strategies
such that for each color 1 ≤ c ≤ C and pulse loca-
tion 1 ≤ l ≤ L, each element of G appears an equal
number of times (Appendix A). This is done to ensure
that the GA convergence is driven by increases in utility
rather than an initial bias towards any individual strat-
egy. Then, each of the K DD strategies is padded to
the given quantum circuit and the resulting circuit is ex-
ecuted on the quantum computer for a fixed number of
shots. For each strategy, we compute a utility function
of the frequencies output by the projective measurement
of the final state from the computer that is the target for
optimization over the DD strategy space. Following the
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Fig. 2. Flowchart for searching effective DD strategies using genetic algorithm. Select qubits of the backend are 3-colored
into c = {P (Purple), G (Green), B (Blue)}. Each individual in the initial population of size K is associated with a PGB DD
sequence. After utility functions are computed via empirical execution on the backend, they are used to select individuals for
reproduction. Utility functions are then recursively computed on the resulting population of size 3K to select the new GA
population. At any point, iteration can be terminated and the highest utility DD strategy selected for experimental application.
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single-qubit reproduction scheme described in Ref. [42],
after each utility function is computed, K pairs of indi-
viduals are selected with replacement for reproduction to
produce 2K offspring as described in Appendix C. The
reproduction protocol can be defined for two pulse se-
quences

c11c12 . . . c1L

c21c22 . . . c2L
(7)

by selecting a random site l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , L}. Then, the
offspring pulse sequences can be written as

c′11c
′
12 . . . c

′
1L ≡ c11c12 . . . c ∗1l c2(l+1)c2(l+2) . . . c2L

c′21c
′
22 . . . c

′
2L ≡ c21c22 . . . c ∗2l c1(l+1)c1(l+2) . . . c1L,

(8)

where c∗1l and c∗2l are selected to be the unique ele-
ments of G that make the resulting sequences multiply
to the identity. Furthermore, we implement the single-
pulse where for each offspring c′, where two pulse loca-
tions 1 ≤ l, l′ ≤ L are selected. Then, c′l is randomly
mutated to some element of G with a fixed probability,
and c′l′ is then constrained to again make the resulting
sequence multiply to the identity. This protocol can be
extended to DD strategies on C qubit colors by perform-
ing single-qubit reproduction on each color, followed by a
randomized assignment of the two single-color offspring
to the two offspring strategies.

Finally, the utility function is re-computed for the K
parent and 2K offspring DD strategies, and K/4 highest
utility parents and 3K/4 highest utility offspring are cho-
sen for the new population. The hyperparameters given
as constants here were selected according to the values
presented in Ref. [42]. The iterative process continues
until convergence in the maximum value of the utility
function has been reached and/or a sequence of desired
utility has been discovered by the algorithm (Fig. 2). We
note that the total GADD search space is equal to the
upper bound on distinct DD sequences given in Sec. II.
As the reproduction is defined for each color separately,
each iteration of the genetic algorithm runs C different
DD sequences in parallel. While we can have 1 ≤ C ≤ N
for an N qubit circuit, we choose C as a balance between
computational results (Sec. IV) and number of iterations
required for convergence. We note that C can only affect
the number of iterations to converge, not the classical
runtime of each GA iteration due to the independence
of reproduction among colors. Furthermore, neither the
width nor depth of the quantum circuit affects the overall
GA runtime for constant C, contributing to the scalabil-
ity of our method.

C. Training and target circuits

As the GA iterations are designed to learn DD strate-
gies with high values for some utility function, selection
of this utility function is key for training. When the out-
put of a quantum problem is a deterministically known

target state in the computational basis, we can simply
select the success probability

ps =
Number of target state measurements

Number of total shots
(9)

to be the utility function to optimize. For example, this
is relevant for the Bernstein-Vazirani problem where we
construct an oracle encoding a bitstring of our choice as
a first benchmark of the GADD method (Sec. IVA).
However, generic quantum problems do not fall into

this category. We overcome this challenge when given a
general quantum task represented by a target circuit by
constructing aforementioned training circuits which have
a similar structure to the target circuit. After our GADD
method learns a strategy with the desired utility on the
training circuit, the strategy is applied to the target cir-
cuit. In this work, we consider circuit mirroring and
Cliffordization as generic DD motif structure-preserving
methods to construct training circuits and utility func-
tions (Appendix B). When using the circuit mirroring
method, we consider a target circuit with unknown out-
puts and then mirror the circuit by applying the inverse
of the circuit gates at the end of the circuit in time re-
verse, which is a general technique with various appli-
cations as described in Ref. [50]. GADD can then be
applied with the mirror circuit as a training circuit. If
the time reversal echo cancels too many systematic er-
rors to provide a useful signal for training, Ref. [50] de-
tails the method of inserting symmetry-breaking gates
between the target circuit and its inverse block and then
adjusting the circuit to keep the output easily simulat-
able. Under the Cliffordization method, one can create
a training circuit by replacing all non-Clifford gates in
the desired circuit with Clifford gates, and the resulting
circuit is then efficiently simulable as the Clifford group
acts as the stabilizer of the group of all unitary transfor-
mations on N qubits [51]. We then construct our utility
function to maximize

u(k) = 1− 1

2

2N−1∑
k=0

∣∣∣f(k)− f̂(k)
∣∣∣ (10)

where f(k) is the simulated distribution of outcomes
over the 2N computational basis states k onN qubits and

f̂(k) is the histogram estimator of the outcome distri-
bution from projective measurements of the states from
repeated executions of the training circuit on a pro-
grammable quantum backend.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We consider a variety of use cases of GADD to ex-
plore the scope of problems where an empirical search
over the space of DD strategies yields a positive impact
on computational results. These experiments exemplify
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Fig. 3. Success probability for the Bernstein-Vazirani circuit on problem size 24 for one training session (left) and as a function
of problem size for BV-8 to BV-26 (right) on ibm peekskill. GADD is compared against a suite of established DD methods.
Staggered sequences are represented by open diamonds and non-staggered sequences by open squares. Fluctuations of ∼ 1% in
the success probability are observed due to systematic backend performance fluctuations between GA iterations. The maximum
success probability of finding the 1n bitstring is evaluated across different values of n (right) and GADD represents a significant
improvement over all other tested DD methods.

three different choices for the utility function and three
different training settings for GADD: success probabil-
ity of the target circuit for Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm
(Sec. IVA), 1-norm of the Cliffordized probability dis-
tribution for Grover’s algorithm (Sec. IVB), and suc-
cess probability of smaller subcircuits from a representa-
tive random sample for mirror randomized benchmark-
ing (MRB), a large-scale benchmarking protocol for pro-
grammable quantum computers (Sec. IVC).

A. Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm

The Bernstein-Vazirani (BV) algorithm was one of
the first oracular quantum algorithms that was shown
to demonstrate a theoretical quantum speedup [52]. In
its conventional form, BV provides a linear quantum
speedup over classical computation, and recently, an al-
gorithmic quantum speedup was demonstrated in single-
shot BV [25] via the use of URDD for error suppression.
The existence of positive results with existing DD meth-
ods, as well as the linear scaling of the BV quantum
circuit with problem size and deterministic target string,
makes BV a standard choice for benchmarking protocols
on programmable quantum devices [53–55]. Here, we use
the BV quantum circuit to compare the performance of
GADD against a suite of well-established DD sequences
commonly used in experimental settings today, including
the symmetric and staggered versions of CPMG, XY4,
and EDD, as well as URDD. In the staggered version,
qubits of different colors experience staggered pulse tim-
ings, while URDD is not staggered as the URDD protocol
selects pulse numbers based on idle duration lengths and
thus has its own internal timing regulation [56].

BV-n represents the BV problem where there exists a
hidden bitstring b ∈ {0, 1}n and the corresponding BV
oracle outputs fb(x) = b · x (mod 2) when queried with

the input bitstring x. The goal is to identify the hidden
bitstring b with the minimal number of oracle queries.
The classical success probability after one iteration is
ps,classical = 2/2n while the ideal quantum success prob-
ability is ps,quantum = 1 and requires N = n + 1 qubits
to implement. While there are 2n different oracles in the
BV-n problem class, we choose to consider only the bit-
string b = 1n to be representative of the problem for each
n as it has the largest circuit depth, following the lead of
Refs. [25, 53, 57]. These circuits are run on the 27-qubit
ibm_peekskill backend with the IBM Falcon architec-
ture. We consider the problem sizes n = 8, 10, 12, . . . , 26
up to the largest possible size on a 27-qubit device and
repeat each circuit for 10,000 shots. The GADD experi-
ment is performed with sequences with length L = 8 for
20 iterations and initial population with sizeK = 16 with
the probability of measuring the 1n bitstring selected as
the utility function. The GA mutation probability per
offspring begins at 0.7 and increases by 0.1 if the spread
of the DD sequence is more than 0.1 and decreases by 0.1
if the spread is less than 0.05.

First, we focus our attention on the convergence of the
GADD algorithm in the n = 24 case, which is character-
istic of the GADD behavior on the BV problem in the
larger n regime (Fig. 3). We consider the highest success
probability over strategies in the population at each it-
eration versus the iteration number to demonstrate the
convergence of the GADD population to one with max-
imum success probability 0.04 within ∼ 10 iterations.
This represents a more than 4-fold increase in the success
probability achieved with URDD and staggered CPMG,
while all other sequences give success probability ps = 0.

The general case in the large n regime yields simi-
lar results upon comparing GADD with benchmark se-
quences. We find that our empirical method strikingly
outperforms all theoretically derived sequences in the test
suite (Fig. 3). For comparison, in the smaller problem



8

Fig. 4. 5-qubit Grover’s algorithm’s success probabilities averaged over all 25 oracles (left) and the utility vs. iteration for
GADD training on Cliffordized and non-Cliffordized, i.e. the original, Grover circuits (middle and right) on ibmq mumbai. Here,
the GADD was trained with the utility function relating to the difference from the ideal distribution as classical simulated.
In both the Cliffordized (middle) and non-Cliffordized (right) training cases, we see the convergence of the GA within ∼ 5
iterations. Iterations 9− 20 provide more iterations where the population has simply converged and is thus omitted. We note
that for the non-Cliffordized circuit, our initial strategy population (Appendix A) happened to contain high-utility individuals.
The average success probability (left) of GADD strategies from Cliffordized and non-Cliffordized training is higher than the
URDD strategy and no DD strategy. The random threshold is established from a simple random uniform guess overall 25

bitstrings, while the best classical strategy allows for a single classical query before guessing.

sizes regime of n ⪅ 16, we find that both GADD and
URDD have high success probabilities, reproducing pre-
vious work that empirically demonstrated good error sup-
pression with URDD [6, 23, 25]. The relative improve-
ment of empirically learned GADD strategies over URDD
increases with problem size, and the success probability
obtained via GADD achieves a much slower decay of ps
with respect to problem size n when compared to all other
DD strategies in our test suite.

We further note some particularly interesting results
from the DD test suite. The staggered DD sequences did
not have generic improvements in DD performance with
respect to the non-staggered sequences. As explained in
Appendix D, this is an example of a generic phenomenon
where DD sequences optimized for single-qubit decou-
pling may not perform well in experimental-scale quan-
tum circuits with a vast sample of different gate timings.
Another interesting result was that robust DD sequences
like EDD did not necessarily exhibit higher computa-
tional fidelities than non-robust sequences like CPMG
and XY4. This is not necessarily unexpected as these se-
quences are only robust under certain single-qubit pulse
imperfections, like flip-angle errors, which may not be the
most prominent error source for the chosen device. On
the other hand, URDD was constructed to be robust to
a broader variety of errors, has the inherent pulse tim-
ing selection functionality, and performed quite well with
respect to the other methods in the suite.

Although it may be possible that there can be fur-
ther improvement in the DD performance with continu-
ous pulse spacing optimization or further hyperparame-
ter tuning in GADD or other methods such as URDD,
such an improvement necessitates a computational trade-
off over this convergence rate. Additionally, the improve-
ments in computational fidelity due to DD can be limited

by the difference between our GADD performance and
the theoretical Markovian limit as DD is only effective
against non-Markovian errors [58]. Most pertinently, the
ability of GADD to learn DD strategies that match and
exceed the performance of sequences in the test suite,
each of which resulted from insightful theoretical anal-
yses, highlights that the task of DD design can be out-
sourced to empirical learning algorithms.

B. Grover’s algorithm

Next, we consider Grover’s search algorithm, where the
underlying circuit and the utility function are more so-
phisticated than the BV algorithm. Grover’s search al-
gorithm seeks to find a hidden length N bitstring b in an
unsorted list with 2N elements. The oracle in Grover’s al-
gorithm returns fb(x) = δx,b when queried with the input
bitstring x. Classically, searching such an unsorted list
requires O(N) queries. By encoding the problem in an
N qubit circuit, a quadratic improvement in the num-
ber of queries is provably achieved relative to the best
possible classical algorithm [59]. However, even for rel-
atively small N , the circuit depths associated with even
the most efficient implementations of Grover’s algorithm
do not exhibit better-than-classical results without DD
due to errors [24].
Grover’s search algorithm provides an ideal platform

to evaluate the concept of Cliffordized training for two
reasons. First, there are 2N Grover search problems on
N qubits that can be easily accessed by changing specific
parameters in non-Clifford gates present in the Grover
oracle, but without changing the general circuit struc-
ture. Second, the depth of the Grover circuit imposes
that although the N = 5 case poses challenges in terms
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of error on the quantum backend, it is sufficiently small
for individual non-Clifford Grover circuits to be tractably
simulated classically. As a result, the effects of training
with a Cliffordized circuit can be effectively compared
with the effects of training with the circuit before Clif-
fordization.

We begin by considering two different training circuits
for GADD. First, we consider the Cliffordized version
of the Grover circuit encoding target bitstring 11111, as
well as its original non-Cliffordized form as a control to
evaluate the effect of Cliffordization. For each of these
circuits, we run the GADD algorithm for DD strategies
with the same hyperparameters as in the BV problem, ex-
cept with utility function u(t) which considers total abso-
lute difference between the simulated and experimentally
estimated distribution of output counts in the computa-
tional basis with N = 5 qubits as described in Eq. (10)
over 4000 shots. We note that this utility function has
no knowledge of what the Grover target string is in the
Cliffordized case. The resulting learned DD sequence is
then padded to all 32 distinct circuits for N = 5 Grover
search problems and the average search success proba-
bility over the 32 circuits is calculated. These circuits
are run on the 27-qubit ibmq_mumbai backend, which is
a superconducting qubit device with the IBM Falcon ar-
chitecture.

In both the Clifford and non-Clifford training cases,
we observe convergence in the population generated by
GADD after ∼ 4 GA iterations (Fig. 4). After imple-
menting these learned high-utility DD strategies on all
N = 5 Grover circuits, we demonstrate that significantly
better-than-classical success probabilities are achieved
under the implementation of GADD under both train-
ing cases as depicted in the right panel of Fig. 4. In
contrast, this is not achieved in the case where URDD,
the strategy that generically gave the next highest perfor-
mance in Sec. IVA, is implemented. Notably, the Grover
success probability is comparable in the Cliffordized and
non-Cliffordized training cases, which provides empiri-
cal evidence for the effectiveness of GADD training on a
result-agnostic utility function. As the Cliffordized cir-
cuit provides a more general representation of the N = 5
qubit Grover problem overall Grover oracles, while the
non-Clifford circuit preserves the non-generalizable in-
formation of 11111 being the target string, the compara-
ble resulting Grover success probabilities imply that en-
coding such output-dependent information in the GADD
utility function is unimportant. Thus, the Cliffordization
method for generating training circuits is quite promising
for learning successful DD strategies in the general set-
ting where the resulting quantum state from the problem
at hand is a priori unknown.

C. Mirror randomized benchmarking

Mirror randomized benchmarking (MRB) is a scalable
variant of the standard randomized benchmarking (RB)

[61, 62] protocol that characterizes the noise of quantum
processors by measuring the error rates of randomized
layers sampled from a defined gate set [60, 63]. In Clif-
ford MRB [60], D benchmark layers of single-qubit Clif-
ford gates and two-qubit gates are inverted and reflected
across the central time axis of the circuit. Layers of ran-
dom Pauli gates dress each of the benchmark layers and
a single-qubit Clifford layer and its inverse are applied at
the start and end of the protocol respectively (Fig. 5).
In the universal version of the protocol that uses gates
sampled from a universal gate set such as SU(2), compos-
ite layers are constructed by randomly sampling single-
qubit unitary gates from SU(2) with a specified density
of two-qubit entangling gates, and the second half of the
circuit is the inverse of the first half randomly compiled
to prevent systematic error cancellation [63]. In either
protocol, mirror circuits are run on a processor and then
an effective polarization S, a weighed success probabil-
ity, is calculated for each N -qubit circuit as derived in
Ref. [60]:

S =
4N

4N − 1

[
N∑

k=0

(
−1

2

)k

hk

]
− 1

4N − 1
, (11)

where hk is the probability that the circuit output bit-
string is Hamming distance k from the target bitstring.
The error per layer (EPL) is then calculated by fitting

an exponential decay curve, ApD, to the relation of S
versus the benchmark depth D:

EPL =
2N − 1

2N
(1− p) , (12)

which corresponds to the average gate infidelity of the
Pauli-dressed N -qubit benchmark layer.
While MRB is more scalable than standard RB, which

is infeasible beyond five qubits [60], it still has difficulty
scaling to the 50+ qubits regime on current supercon-
ducting hardware, where other benchmarks such as layer
fidelity [64] must be used instead. The difficulty is mainly
due to crosstalk [63, 65] as the number of qubit-qubit en-
tanglements increases linearly with the number of circuit
qubits. On the other hand, the individual gates that
MRB is intended to benchmark typically have similar er-
ror rates across an entire device, so the EPL per qubit
is expected to remain roughly constant in the crosstalk-
free regime. As a result, there exists a threshold number
of qubits above which a nonzero effective polarization
cannot be calculated even for the smallest circuit depths
due to noise. We are therefore interested in examining
whether it is possible to increase the scalability of MRB
on real devices by increasing the average effective polar-
ization of a randomized MRB circuit in the 50+ qubits
regime.
MRB is an interesting test case for the efficacy of

GADD for multiple reasons. First, the condensed idle
periods between layers in a typical MRB circuit are suffi-
ciently short such that longer robust sequences cannot be
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Fig. 5. Prototypical Clifford MRB circuits [60] for training and target circuits. D/2 layers (dashed boxes) of single-qubit Clifford
gates and CNOTs are mirrored (Cn and C−1

n ) across the circuit for a total of D benchmark layers, and each has temporal gaps
from the difference in one- and two-qubit gate times that enable the insertion of short GADD sequences. Uniformly random
layers of Paulis (P ) dress the benchmark layers and there are two mirrored layers of single-qubit Cliffords at the start and end.
While training circuits (top) are fixed in the number of qubits N and benchmark depth D, the target circuits (bottom) can
vary in N and D. Because of the randomized nature of the circuits, the location of two-qubit gates and gaps vary between
each circuit.

padded; the previous effort to improve the signal-to-noise
used simple CPMG sequences [65]. Second, the nature of
attempting to extend the benchmark to larger numbers
of qubits necessitates using training circuits over smaller
numbers of qubits, since the full-size target circuit will
likely not have enough signal-to-noise to train on (Fig. 5).
Third, the randomized nature of MRB circuits implies
the training and target circuits must be fully random
and not share repeating motifs even for a constant num-
ber of qubits. Therefore, to succeed, GADD must find
sequences that lower error rates on small motif circuits
with relatively small idle gaps for DD insertion and also
lower error rates on larger circuits with slightly different
gates and timings due to the randomized nature of MRB
circuits. As a result, MRB represents one of the most
general and challenging settings for applying learned DD
sequences on training circuits to target circuits.

With these points in mind, we choose Clifford MRB
as our problem and perform our GADD algorithm on
strategies with L = 4 sequences across the 127-qubit
ibm_kyiv backend, which is a superconducting qubit de-

vice with the IBM Eagle architecture. We use subsets of
linear qubit arrays, which only require two different col-
ors alternating on adjacent qubits. To train the GADD
algorithm, we calculated the utility function by comput-
ing the average success probability over a fixed set of
5 random MRB circuits on 10 qubits containing 6 cir-
cuit layers. CNOT was used as the two-qubit gate of
choice on the layers sampled with the edge grab sam-
pler [50] with a two-qubit gate density 0.25. The con-
vergence to the asymptotic maximal utility, as shown in
Fig. 6, happened quickly within five iterations, similar
to the training in the previous Bernstein-Vazirani and
Grover’s settings. The DD strategy giving the highest
success probability after training was then padded across
a suite of random MRB circuits at varying benchmark
depths to fit the effective polarization to an exponential
and extract the EPL. These circuits were also run with-
out DD and with the XY4 sequence on the same qubits
for comparison.

The results are shown in Fig. 6. While MRB circuits
on∼40 qubit linear strings without dynamical decoupling
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Fig. 6. MRB training circuits success probability as a function
of the number of iterations (top), showing a quick convergence
to the maximal utility, and final MRB results (bottom), both
on ibm kyiv. EPL calculations at different numbers of qubits
with No DD, XY4, and the best-performing GADD sequence.
Points with large error bars result from poor EPL curve fits
due to a lack of signal at the limit of scalability. This break-
down point is achieved between 30-40 qubits without DD.
Upon addition of the XY4 DD strategy, this breakdown point
is moved to the 60-70 qubit regime but is observed at 80 qubits
upon implementation of the strategy learned by GADD.

already fail to produce any useful signal, XY4 was able
to extend the range to ∼60 qubits, and the best GADD
strategy learned via training extends the range to ∼80
qubits. Note that while we do report a value at 70 qubits
for XY4, the underlying data is quite noisy and the corre-
sponding EPL error bars are large. The increased range
also corresponds to reduced average error per layer as DD
effectively reduces crosstalk contributions. This demon-
strates the effectiveness of GADD on randomized circuits
even when training on motif circuits far smaller than the
desired target circuit and its potential for extending the
scalability of such protocols, including, but not limited
to, SU(2) universal MRB. These results suggest that as
long as the circuit structure of the motif resembles that
of the final circuit, it is possible for the GADD train-
ing procedure to find a DD strategy that achieves results
with lower errors and greater scalability beyond using
canonical DD sequences.

V. CONCLUSION

DD sequences are known to perform well on simple DD
motifs such as that present in quantum memory preser-
vation, where qubits experience a fixed time delay be-
tween the preparation and measurement with no gate
operations. As a result, many implementations of DD in
experimental-scale quantum computing experiments sim-
ply involve the placement of single-qubit sequences that
perform well for memory preservation within idle gaps of
more sophisticated circuits. Recently, this idea has been
extended to analyze crosstalk when accounting for entan-
glement in analogous multi-qubit quantum memory ex-
periments [26, 27]. The theoretical sophistication needed
to model the effect of DD on crosstalk is a precursor to
a proper analysis of DD on sophisticated circuits with
general multi-qubit correlations and varied gate timings.
Empirical methods such as Ref. [40] took positive steps
in addressing this complexity by varying DD placement
empirically and considering Cliffordized 4-qubit subcir-
cuit motifs. Here, we provide a substantial extension of
these ideas by allowing for empirical optimization on any
circuit structure and exponentially many DD strategies.
The performance of empirically optimized DD strategies
should be judged on the two progressively difficult crite-
ria of matching and exceeding the performance of robust
DD sequences derived in the quantum memory setting.
With the large size and relatively unknown structure of
the general DD strategy space, matching the performance
of well-studied robust sequences is in itself a worthy goal.
Our results demonstrate the satisfaction of both criteria
across all investigated experimental applications.

Learning effective error suppression strategies requires
a systematic method to search the space of possible
DD strategies. In this paper, we present an empirical
method for doing this. To exemplify the empirical learn-
ing strategy, we use a genetic algorithm to search for
well-performing DD strategies over all possible uniformly
spaced DD sequences of length L on C independent qubit
groups constructed from a decoupling group of size |G|.
We described how easy-to-train proxy circuits can be gen-
erated from sophisticated target circuits, which can then
be trained using target-agnostic utility functions. Our
strategy repeatedly performed better than current state-
of-the-art DD techniques on several quantum tasks. In
particular, we show that GADD sequences perform sig-
nificantly better than canonical DD strategies when solv-
ing the 27-qubit Bernstein-Vazirani and 5-qubit Grover
search problems. We also report the first MRB results
at the 80-qubit regime, where other error suppression
strategies had failed to yield useful results.

While our learning strategy is noise-aware, the com-
putational overhead associated with learning does not
increase with increasing qubit number or circuit depth.
Not only is such a learn-as-you-run strategy more efficient
than using noise calibration to design error suppression,
it also enables better noise benchmarking of the devices,
as evidenced by our MRB results. Studying strategies
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discovered via empirical DD learning could also be used
to learn noise profiles and pulse imperfections of quan-
tum devices. We expect that other optimization tech-
niques, beyond genetic algorithms, can be applied for
similar purposes and perhaps to find more DD sequences
of theoretical interest.
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Appendix A: Starting population

We construct a uniform initial population of DD strate-
gies by ensuring that for each qubit subset, each pulse
appears at each site the same number of times. For
example, one initial population of Q = 16 DD strate-
gies for L = 8 DD sequences with the decoupling group
G = {Ip, Im, Xp, Xm, Yp, Ym, Zp, Zm} applied to a 3-
colored qubit graph consists of following set of sequences,
each of which is applied to all qubit colors:

• IpImXpXmYpYmZpZm

• IpXpYpZpImXmYmZm

• ImXpXmYpYmZpZmIp

• XpYpZpImXmYmZmIp

• XpXmYpYmZpZmIpIm

• YpZpImXmYmZmIpXp

• XmYpYmZpZmIpImXp

• ZpImXmYmZmIpXpYp

• YpYmZpZmIpImXpXm

• ImXmYmZmIpXpYpZp

• YmZpZmIpImXpXmYp

• XmYmZmIpXpYpZpIm

• ZpZmIpImXpXmYpYm

• YmZmIpXpYpZpImXm

• ZmIpImXpXmYpYmZp

• ZmIpXpYpZpImXmYm

At any given index of the pulse sequence, each element
gj ∈ G is present at the same nonzero frequency. As a
result, there is no artificial initial preference of the GA
population for any individual pulse to take on any specific
gj over other elements of G. We evaluate this method of
constructing a uniform initial population by simulating
the exploration of the genetic algorithm in the space of

Fig. 7. The GADD algorithm with C = 1 was
used to explore the space of DD strategies on G =
{Ip, Im, Xp, Xm, Yp, Ym, Zp, Zm} with utility functions as-
signed uniformly at random to all strategies in the case of
the example uniform starting population and 25 different ran-
domly selected populations of L = 8 strategies. At each it-
eration, all pairs of DD strategies underwent reproduction to
characterize the number of strategies that can theoretically be
explored at that iteration number. Then, to maintain compu-
tational tractability, a random sample of 100 sequences was
selected to be the new population. For each mutation prob-
ability, the average total number of DD sequences that can
be explored in the random initial population case is com-
pared relative to the average total number of DD sequences
that can be explored in the uniform case. We find that at all
GADD iteration numbers and mutation probabilities, starting
the simulation from the example uniform starting population
leads us to explore a larger amount of the DD strategy space
compared to starting from a typical random population.

length 8 DD sequences when the utility associated with
each sequence is uniformly selected at random on [0, 1]
to characterize how the GA explores sequences when it is
agnostic of a utility function landscape. Since the DD se-
quence associated with any color evolves independently of
other colors, this simulation is indicative of the effective-
ness of the DD strategy space exploration. A simulation
demonstrates that in 7 GA iterations (Fig. 7), more of
the DD strategy space is explored starting from the uni-
form population than a random starting population in
expectation at any mutation probability and higher mu-
tation probabilities lead to smaller differences between
the behaviors of the two in terms of number of unique
strategies explored as expected. This benefit is particu-
larly important when a real optimization landscape with
DD utilities is imposed, as exploring a larger fraction
of the parameter space at any iteration number leads to
lower probabilities of converging to local extrema that are
suboptimal compared to a globally optimal DD strategy.

Appendix B: Creating Cliffordized circuits

For quantum circuits with a priori unknown outputs,
we can reduce the problem to the known output case
by constructing a training circuit whose outputs are

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2573505
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2573505
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.05329
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.05329
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known via simulation by classical methods. The result-
ing obtained optimal DD strategy can then be padded
on the original circuit to obtain GADD error-suppressed
results. One method that we use to alter the circuit
to obtain a well-defined utility function is through Clif-
fordization, where all non-Clifford gates in the circuit
transpiled in terms of the native backend gates are re-
placed with native backend gates that belong to the Clif-
ford group. Generically, for quantum gate U imparting
phase 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ π

2 , ϕ is set to π
2 with probability ϕ

π/2

and 0 with the remaining probability. Analogously, this
conversion is performed for ϕ ∈ (π2 , π), (π,

3π
2 ), ( 3π2 , 2π)

with their respective bounds. If U also imparts a bit
flip, the bit flip is converted into a phase rotation by the
Hadamard gate, the previous protocol is applied to the
phase rotation, and the resulting Clifford phase rotation
is converted back into a bit flip with another Hadamard
gate. For example, the T † gate imparting a −π

4 phase
on a quantum state in the computational basis can be
Cliffordized by replacing it with a gate with ϕ = 3π

2 or
the identity with ϕ = 0 with equal probability. The re-
sulting circuit can then be simulated in polynomial time
in the number of computational qubits according to the
stabilizer circuit method [51]. The utility of this method,
which we demonstrate in Sec. IVB, relies on the ansatz
that non-Markovian errors on the DD timescale are de-
pendent on the general circuit structure (i.e. the loca-
tion and approximate timing of gates in the transpiled
circuit), but not necessarily the exact parameters associ-
ated with each gate.

Appendix C: Reproduction and mutation

We begin with an initial population of DD strategies
with size K, we select K pairs of strategies for reproduc-
tion independently with replacement. The probability
that any individual is selected for reproduction is propor-
tional to the logarithm of its utility calculated from the
previous genetic algorithm iteration. This construction
follows the one used in Ref. [42] with the goal of con-
verging towards the highest utility DD strategies, due to
both the survival of high utility DD strategies across GA
iterations and the increased probability of selecting high
utility DD strategies for reproduction.

For each new strategy generated by reproduction, the
single pulse mutation occurs with some probability that is
fixed per GA iteration but can vary throughout iterations
of the genetic algorithm. This dynamic variation of the
mutation probability is designed to accelerate the conver-
gence of the genetic algorithm to the desired result. We
find good convergence in the aforementioned results by
initially setting the mutation probability to around 0.7
and dynamically increasing or decreasing the mutation
probability by 0.1 if the system appears to be far away
or close to equilibrium respectively. Due to the compli-
cated DD optimization landscape, the state of being in
or out of equilibrium is difficult to quantify via iteration

Fig. 8. An example circuit where non-aligned gate timings
lead to difficulties in staggering DD for maximal crosstalk
suppression.

snapshots. We find that using proxy quantities such as
the standard deviation or range of utility functions exhib-
ited by all individuals in the population at any individual
GA iteration gives reasonably good convergence results.
However, such a condition is significantly dependent on
the problem structure and utility function selection and
there has not been sufficient rigorous testing for attribu-
tion of varying mutation rates to varying convergence.

Appendix D: Staggered DD for crosstalk mitigation

Recently, staggering pulse timing has been presented
as a method for a crosstalk-robust implementation of DD
in multi-qubit quantum memory experiments [29]. How-
ever, this result does not generalize to experimentally rel-
evant circuits with varied gate timing. We consider the
following illustrative example in Fig. 8, where the two
pairs of qubits connected by entangling gates are colored
according to the scheme and the red and blue colors re-
ceive DD sequences Pr and Pb respectively. The general
system-bath Hamiltonian for such a 4-qubit system is de-
scribed by

HSB =
∑

i1,...,i4∈{0,1,2,3}

(
σi1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σi4

)
⊗Bi1,...,i4 (D1)

Given any DD sequence drawn from G = {I,X},
we can easily calculate the effective time that any
term Bi1,...,i4 in the entangling system-bath Hamiltonian
spends in forward evolution to first order in τ according
to Eq. (D1). In particular, we consider the error terms
Z1Z2I3I4 and I1I2Z3Z4 that represent ZZ crosstalk over
both pairs of qubits connected by entangling gates. Ad-
ditionally, we consider the error term Z1Z2Z3Z4 repre-
senting correlated ZZ crosstalk over the pairs, as well
as single-qubit errors ZiIj|j ̸=i. We consider the following
sample of DD strategies:

1. Pr = Pb = XXXXXXXX
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Strategy Z0Z1Z2Z3 Z0Z1I2I3 I0I1Z2Z3 Z0I1I2I3 I0Z1I2I3 I0I1Z2I3 I0I1I2Z3

1 -100 500 400 -500 -100 900 300
2 1100 1150 950 -500 -100 900 300
3 200 -400 1150 -500 -100 900 300
4 -50 0 0 -500 -100 900 300
5 0 0 0 -1100 400 400 950

TABLE I. The amount of time (arb. units) that the bath term HB,abcd effectively spends in the forward evolution of the 4-qubit
state under the given DD strategy. DD strategies 1-3 are chosen through the application of DD sequences, while strategies 4-5
are chosen over the exhaustive search of all 214 DD strategies present in this reduced model space.

2. Pr = Pb = XIXIXIXI

3. Pr = XIXIXIXI, Pb = IXIXIXIX

4. Pr = XXXIIXII, Pb = XXXXIXIX

5. Pr = XXIXIXII, Pb = XIXXXXIX

The net forward evolution time of the aforementioned
HB,abcd terms are depicted in Table I relative to the total
circuit time of 3100 units for all HB,abcd terms without
the presence of DD. Although the known DD strategies
in strategies 1, 2, and 3 perform reasonably well to re-
duce the total time over which each term contributes to
HB,abcd, the non-aligned gate timings in the circuit lead
to decreasing the effective time for error evolution when
specific X pulses are replaced with identity pulses. In
particular, we note that strategy 3, which is the naive
extension of the staggering formalism to this multi-qubit
circuit, performs relatively poorly when it comes to sup-
pressing Z2Z3 crosstalk with 1150 units of effective for-
ward time evolution, compared to 0 units in the aligned-
pulse quantum memory case. We note that this is be-
cause the presence of non-aligned gate timings disrupts
the staggering of pulses when DD is padded to idle gaps
uniformly; for example, Pr7 and Pb7 on qubits 2 and 3
occur much closer to each other in time than in the ideal
staggering case.

For consideration, we present strategy 4 and strat-
egy 5, which behave much closer to staggered sequences
for quantum memory in terms of robustness to crosstalk
in this generalized setting where gate timings are not
aligned. We claim that the presence and location of the
identity gates that enforce staggering in these strategies

are difficult to ascertain a priori given the timings of
idle gaps in the target circuit, and such considerations
become even more difficult as the circuit depth and num-
ber of qubits grows to an experimentally relevant scale.
Furthermore, we note that strategy 5 has perfect can-
cellation of both uncorrelated ZZ and correlated ZZZZ
crosstalk to first order; however, it sacrifices suppression
of single-qubit error evolution to do so. One can envision
two backends; one with a much worse Z0Z1 crosstalk
error and one with a much worse single-qubit error. An
empirical search method such as the one presented in this
paper would easily discern that strategy 5 is the more ap-
propriate one to apply on the former while strategy 4 is
the more appropriate one to apply on the latter. How-
ever, this balance is much more difficult to strike without
backend feedback.

Appendix E: Hardware and software specifications

All experimental results in this work were obtained
through Qiskit [66]. The code for MRB circuits and anal-
ysis was written in Qiskit Experiments [67]. To quickly
iterate in the genetic algorithm training process, Qiskit
Runtime [68] was used to interleave quantum training
circuits and the classical learning algorithm to evaluate
the strategies.
Experiments were run on IBM superconducting quan-

tum processors: ibm peekskill and ibmq mumbai are
27-qubit Falcon r5.10 and r8 processors, respectively.
ibm kyiv is a 127-qubit Eagle r3 processor. The machine
specifications for all three devices for the data reported
in this work are shown in Table II.
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Peekskill (BV) Mumbai (Grover v1) Mumbai (Grover v2) Kyiv (MRB)
Min Mean Max Min Mean Max Min Mean Max Min Mean Max

T1 (µs) 139.66 321.63 516.35 57.32 113.65 174.98 21.17 141.42 343.44 26.89 266.88 489.88
T2 (µs) 23.66 299.26 536.11 27.06 167.27 343.3 27.06 167.27 343.3 15.17 143.31 416.68
1QG Error (%) 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.19 0.01 0.03 0.1 0.01 0.08 4.81
2QG Error (%) 0.39 0.8 1.37 0.49 0.91 2.1 0.49 0.91 1.76 0.43 1.98 100
1QG Duration (µs) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05
2QG Duration (µs) 0.43 0.6 0.62 0.25 0.45 0.74 0.25 0.45 0.74 0.61 0.64 0.66
RO Error (%) 0.37 1.97 9.59 1.0 2.84 8.02 1. 2.84 8.02 0.08 1.85 22.94
RO Duration (µs) 0.86 0.86 0.86 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 1.24 1.24 1.24

TABLE II. Device specifications for ibm peekskill, ibmq mumbai and ibm kyiv at the time of experiment execution are shown.
Grover v1 and v2 refer to the Cliffordized and non-Cliffordized runs respectively. 1QG, 2QG, and RO denote 1-qubit gate,
two-qubit gate, and readout, respectively.
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