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Coherent errors, and especially those that occur in correlation among a set of qubits, are detri-
mental for large-scale quantum computing. Correlations in noise can occur as a result of spatial
and temporal configurations of instructions executing on the quantum processor. In this paper, we
perform a detailed experimental characterization of many of these error sources, and theoretically
connect them to the physics of superconducting qubits and gate operations. Equipped with this
knowledge, we devise compiler strategies to suppress these errors using dynamical decoupling or
error compensation into the rest of the circuit. Importantly, these strategies are successful when the
context at each layer of computation is taken into account: how qubits are connected, what crosstalk
terms exist on the device, and what gates or idle periods occur in that layer. Our context-aware
compiler thus suppresses some dominant sources of error, making further error mitigation or error
correction substantially less expensive. For example, our experiments show an increase of 18.5% in
layer fidelity for a candidate 10-qubit circuit layer compared to context-unaware suppression. Owing
to the exponential nature of error mitigation, these improvements due to error suppression translate
to several orders of magnitude reduction of sampling overhead for a circuit consisting of a moderate
number of layers.

I. INTRODUCTION

As quantum computers scale up, it becomes crucial to
characterize, suppress, mitigate, and ultimately correct
errors in the computation. Error suppression via better
calibration or compilation is often the first line of de-
fense, as it can prevent errors from surfacing with only
small, constant overhead [1–3]. On the other hand, er-
ror mitigation has shown great success in removing errors
from large computations, but involves additional circuit
executions to improve the results, effectively trading (ex-
ponential) sample complexity for accuracy [4–6]. Finally,
error correction can robustly remove errors with polyno-
mial or even constant circuit overhead, but this overhead
can be large [7, 8]. In both error mitigation and correc-
tion, the overhead can be significantly reduced if error
suppression is deployed well.

Among the variety of possible errors, coherent quan-
tum noise can harm computation quadratically more
than incoherent (stochastic) errors. Therefore, their ac-
curate characterization and suppression has become an
important goal [9–11]. Worse, some of these errors ex-
hibit correlations across several qubits, thus spreading
errors faster and making them particularly challenging
to handle in error correction protocols [12, 13]. In this
paper, we present methods and experimental results for
suppressing a wide range of correlated coherent errors,
using the context of the hardware and the circuits that
run on it. Throughout, we present a comprehensive char-
acterization of several sources of errors, and discuss dif-
ferent strategies that suit each one.

In the near-term, the intersection of error suppression
and error mitigation deserves a special attention. Error
mitigation techniques typically use additional samples of
the circuit and post-processing to improve the accuracy

of the results. In leading protocols such as Probabilistic
Error Cancellation (PEC) [4, 5] and Probabilistic Error
Amplification (PEA) [14], circuits are arranged in layers
of gates that are subsequently twirled [15–20] by insert-
ing random Pauli gates between them without changing
the overall logic of the circuit. This twirling simplifies
the structure of the noise in circuit layers and makes it
amenable to error mitigation. The cost of error mitiga-
tion with PEC, as determined by its sampling overhead,
grows exponentially with circuit size, and the base of the
exponential is determined by the overall noise in the cir-
cuit. Therefore, even modest improvements in the errors
can have significant impact on the total runtime of an
error mitigated computation.

The randomization introduced by twirling already sup-
presses the propagation of coherent errors in the circuit
by converting those error channels to incoherent ones.
However, at the same time the removal of the structure
in the noise introduces challenges to its suppression. For
instance, a known coherent error that could have been
compensated by applying its inverse, can no longer be
removed as simply. Given the extreme impact of reduced
error rates on the sampling overhead, it is therefore cru-
cial to suppress the known coherent errors in the circuit
before twirling and converting those errors to incoherent
ones.

An effective method to suppress coherent and tempo-
rally correlated single-qubit noise in circuits is Dynam-
ical Decoupling (DD) [21–26]. However, going beyond
the single-qubit case, and effectively inserting DD in a
quantum circuit at scale is a challenging task. On one
hand, the compiler must be aware of different crosstalk
terms in the device Hamiltonian, noise spectrums on the
qubits, and the physical gate calibrations used. On the
other hand, the temporal and spatial structure of the
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circuit being executed plays an important role in de-
termining the best sequence of DD gates to use. Our
first contribution is an extensive characterization of cor-
related errors present in IBM quantum hardware, and a
Context-Aware Dynamical Decoupling (CA-DD) frame-
work that can dress arbitrary circuits with appropri-
ate DD sequences. Our compiler works by coloring the
qubits’ interaction graph at each layer of the circuit based
on the the contents of that layer and the underlying hard-
ware.

Dynamical decoupling is very effective at suppress-
ing known sources of crosstalk and temporally correlated
noise. However, there are cases where it is difficult or
undesirable to use DD. This could be the case, for ex-
ample, when qubits are already actively participating in
a gate and thus DD gates cannot be applied to them.
Furthermore, gates used in DD sequences are themselves
non-ideal and can introduce systematic errors or even
crosstalk. Lastly, it may be challenging to fulfill the
precise timing requirements of DD by the device con-
troller, especially in cases of classical measurement and
feed-forward operation, causing non-deterministic timing
between some qubits while other qubits are idle.

To address this, we introduce a second compiler strat-
egy termed Context-Aware Error Compensation (CA-
EC) that compiles coherent errors directly into quantum
algorithms, thus compensating for them without intro-
ducing extra overhead. The key insight enabling this
is the fact that some errors are very well-characterized
and remain constant over long periods of time, such as
always-on ZZ and Stark shift errors. This approach in-
tegrates well with the layered circuit structure of error
mitigation protocols, where it is simple to categorize er-
ror patterns and find nearby gates that can be used for
their compensation. Additionally, we show how simple
dynamical decoupling sequences in conjunction with our
error compensation method can achieve the performance
of more complicated DD sequences.

We apply our compilation strategies to several quan-
tum applications, including the simulation of 1-D Ising
chain and a Heisenberg ring, the generic task of estimat-
ing circuit layer fidelity [27], and circuits with interme-
diate measurements and feedforward. In all cases, we
demonstrate a reduction of errors, and consequently a
decrease in error mitigation overhead. This presents a
promising avenue for squeezing more performance from
quantum computers, with almost no additional overhead.

II. SETUP

A. Crosstalk and coherent errors in a quantum
circuit

Quantum crosstalk in a quantum processor refers to
an intended quantum operation on a subset of qubits
having unintended action on one or more qubits [28, 29].
The nature and strength of crosstalk depends on the spe-

cific implementation of the quantum information process-
ing device. Although our experiments are run on fixed-
frequency cross-resonance (CR) processors [25], the er-
rors we address are relevant to other platforms. Broadly
speaking, the crosstalk can be generated during single-
and two-qubit gates, state-preparation and measure-
ment, and idle times. Here, we focus on certain crosstalk-
induced single- and two-qubit coherent errors.
A prevalent two-qubit crosstalk error in superconduct-

ing architectures is the always-on ZZ interaction. This
can originate from coupling to higher levels of the (trans-
mon) qubits [30–32] and is typically more problematic for
fixed-frequency architectures. The Hamiltonian describ-
ing this error on a pair of qubits is

H11 =
ν

2
(−I ⊗ Z − Z ⊗ I + Z ⊗ Z), (1)

where ν is the strength of the coupling that varies from
pair to pair. This Hamiltonian indicates that qubits ac-
cumulate a phase when they are both in the excited state
|1⟩. Therefore, nearest-neighboring qubits experience an
error of the form

U11 = Rzz(θ) · [Rz(−θ)⊗Rz(−θ)], (2)

where θ = ντ , when they are idle for time τ .
When applying a gate, qubits are driven, which alters

this error. As we show, a major error that affects the
spectator qubits, i.e., qubits in the vicinity of the qubits
that the gate acts on, is a coherent Z rotations generated
by

Hs =
ν

2
Z, (3)

which leads to error Rz(θ).
In addition to these major sources of errors, spectators

to both single-qubit or two-qubit gates can experience
an AC Stark shift (Z error) and potentially off-resonant
X/Y -error [33] on the spectator [34]. More generally,
the degree by which the qubits are susceptible to vari-
ous forms of crosstalk depends on proximity to frequency
collisions [32, 35–37], and can be improved with post-
fabrication laser annealing technique for fixed-frequency
setups [35, 36].
Quantum crosstalk errors emerge in other quantum

computing platforms as well. For example, in trapped
ions, the crosstalk between the spectator qubits and the
target in an application of a Mølmer-Sørensen gate [38] is
a major source of error [39]. In these systems, crosstalk
occurs due to unwanted illumination of neighboring ions
by laser during the gate operations. This leads to coher-
ent errors of type XX and XY , which were recently ad-
dressed and suppressed using dynamical decoupling tech-
niques in Ref. [39].
At the software level, these errors can be potentially

suppressed after the compilation and scheduling of the
circuit using dynamical decoupling (DD) (see e.g. [24])
or the novel error compensation (EC) techniques that we
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introduce in this work. For both of these methods, well-
characterized errors are essential to achieve the optimal
performance. Moreover, crosstalk errors, as the defini-
tion suggests, depend not only on what happens to a
qubit of interest, but also on other qubits in its vicin-
ity. Therefore, the identification and characterization of
the errors depend on the context and the operations in
the circuit. This context dependence, however, provides
an opportunity for the errors to be compensated by the
operations preceding or following the error’s occurrence.

We discuss our two proposed error suppression tech-
niques first in isolation, and then demonstrate how they
can be modified and utilized depending on the context of
the errors.

B. Dynamical decoupling

Dynamical decoupling (DD) is an open-loop control
technique used for error suppression originating from cou-
pling to unwanted interactions [24]. The basic motivation
behind dynamical decoupling can be traced back to Hahn
echo [21] in nuclear magnetic resonance. These involve
applying certain X gates in a specific order either peri-
odically [22, 40] or non-periodically [41, 42] to qubits to
suppress unwanted interactions. The central premise of
DD is to apply a sequence of gates that effectively average
the unwanted interaction Hamiltonian to zero.

Consider a pure dephasing noise model where the un-
wanted interaction is given by Hs =

ν
2Z (3). Under such

a model, the evolution of the system subjected to co-
herent phase noise for time 2τ is characterized by the
time-evolution unitary Us = Rz(2θ), where θ = ντ .
If we now apply two X pulses, at the beginning and
in the middle of evolution, the effective dynamics can
be described by U ′

s = XRz(θ)XRz(θ). By noting that
XRz(θ)X = Rz(−θ) we can simplify the expression for
the effective dynamics to U ′

s = I.
For stochastic colored noise, this cancellation is no

longer exact, but such a DD sequence is still effective and
can suppress the errors to order τ2. It is crucial to note
that the above analysis presumes instantaneous pulses,
which is an idealization. Nonetheless, DD remains a ro-
bust strategy for the suppression of temporally correlated
incoherent errors induced by unwanted interactions.
While the above example illustrated a simple single-

qubit DD sequence for suppressing single-qubit Z errors,
finding the sequence that effectively decouples a multi-
qubit system with an arbitrary Hamiltonian to an arbi-
trary order in τ can be challenging [23]. In particular,
to suppress a coherent two-qubit ZZ error in addition
to coherent single qubit Z errors—i.e. those generated
by H11 (1)—it is necessary to apply DD pulses on two
qubits in a staggered fashion (see Fig. 1). This is because
the X⊗X from DD commutes with the unwanted Z⊗Z,
and there will not be any cancellation. However, stagger-
ing the pulses ensures that there are periods of evolution
accumulating opposite phases that eventually cancel and

U rz sx rz sx rz= U rz sx rz sx rz=

(a)

(b)

X X= = =

(c)

P

Q

P

Q
=

(d)

= =
X X

X X
=

=
T

rz S†

S ry ry

FIG. 1. Decoupling and compensation of coherent errors. (a)
A simple X2 dynamical decoupling pulse sequence can remove
Z errors by altering the sign of the accumulated phase dur-
ing the evolution. (b) For two-qubit ZZ errors, dynamical
decoupling pulses have to be staggered to correctly alter the
sign of the accumulated phase errors and remove them. (c)
Coherent single qubit Z errors can be removed by absorbing
their inverse in the neighboring gates. Any single qubit gate
can be decomposed into 3 Rz rotations, and two

√
X gates.

The absorption is simply achieved by modifying the first Rz

gate in this example and does not incur additional cost. (d)
The Cartan decomposition of Ucan (5). The Rz rotation angle
in the first qubit is Rz(2γ−π/2). The two Ry rotation angles
in the second qubit are, from left to right, Ry(π/2− 2α) and
Ry(2β − π/2). A two qubit ZZ error can be compensated
by an Rzz rotation. In cases where a two-qubit gate of the
Ucan form follows the error, it is possible to compensate the
error with no overhead. However, moving the error past the
twirling layer can change the sign of correction and has to be
done carefully.

fully suppress the unwanted interactions [43, 44].
While the implementation of DD in memory-like exper-

iments, i.e., where the objective is to preserve a quantum
state over an idling time, has been successful [43, 44],
its integration into arbitrary quantum circuits requires
meticulous attention to the context. Specifically, the
presence of neighboring single or two-qubit gates necessi-
tates careful alignments that maximize error suppression
over all qubits. This becomes increasingly challenging as
the complexity of the circuit scales. We formulate this
problem as a constrained graph coloring one, and show
that depending on crosstalk terms of the device and the
presence of gate spectators at any given time, we may
need 3 or more colors even when the qubit graph is bi-
partite.

C. Error compensation

We introduce Error Compensation (EC) as a method
to compensate coherent errors by absorbing the inverse
of the errors in the gates preceding or following the er-
ror. The concept of EC is simple, however utilizing it in
a computation requires attention to the context of the
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circuit. This method is especially useful when the com-
pensation can be done with no overhead, i.e., the modi-
fication of the gates does not change the circuit runtime.
Therefore, we need to identify cases where errors can be
compensated and rules for moving the compensating op-
eration throughout the circuit until they can be absorbed
in an existing operation.

Note that the major error processes that we discussed,
i.e., Rz(θ) and Rzz(θ), can be simply inverted and com-
pensated by applying Rz(−θ) and Rzz(−θ), respectively.
The former is a single qubit rotation that is typically per-
formed virtually in the controller. Therefore, generically,
compensating it does not have an overhead. However, the
Rzz(−θ) rotations require the application of two-qubit
gates. Here, we discuss cases where there is a generic
single-qubit gate or a two-qubit gate following the error.
Then, in Sec. IVB we discuss various strategies where
these errors can be compensated by the compiler in gen-
eral settings.

A single qubit gate from SU(2) can be implemented
using the standard Euler angles and a basis of Rz and√
X rotations. Specifically, an arbitrary single qubit gate

U can be decomposed as

U = Rz(α+ π)
√
XRz(β + π)

√
XRz(γ), (4)

where α, β, γ are the Euler angles. Now consider a single-
qubit coherent error Rz(θ) that has occurred before U . It
is straightforward to see that this error can be compen-
sated by modifying α → α−θ. More general single qubit
errors can be compensated similarly by adjusting the Eu-
ler angles. Many applications have circuits that consist
of alternating layers of single-qubit and two-qubit gates.
As we illustrate experimentally, in these cases, such er-
rors can be compensated with no overhead.

An arbitrary two-qubit gate U in SU(4) can be imple-
mented using 3 elementary CNOT gates as [45] (see also
Fig. 7). In particular, operations of the form

Ucan = exp[i(αX ⊗X + βY ⊗ Y + γZ ⊗ Z)] (5)

that appear in the simulations of spin models in Sec. V
can be implemented by the gate sequence depicted in
Fig. 1d. It is again straightforward to see that a Rzz(θ)
error occurring before or after Ucan can be compensated
by absorbing its inverse through modifying γ to γ − θ/2.
In certain cases with layered circuits, there might be sin-
gle qubit gates between the Rzz(θ) error and the com-
pensating gate. However, when those single qubit gates
are Pauli gates, i.e. I, X, Y , or Z, the compensation
angle will simply change sign if Z⊗Z and the Pauli term
P ⊗Q do not commute (see Fig. 1d).

D. Experimental methodology

All the experiments in this work are performed on the
IBM Quantum Platform [46]. Except for the ideal ex-
pected results (labeled ”Ideal” in Figs. 6 and Figs. 7), all

the data points in the figures are obtained from experi-
ments on quantum hardware, including those that char-
acterize the noise and those that show noise suppression.
Specific quantum systems used are mentioned in figure
captions. The magnitude of coherent errors used for EC
in this work are static and can be inferred from the re-
ported backend information of IBM Quantum systems
without the need for additional calibration [46].

III. CONTEXT-AWARE ERROR SUPPRESSION

A. Layered circuits and Pauli twirling

Several quantum algorithms including those for quan-
tum simulations (see e.g., Ref. [47] for a recent review)
have circuits with a layered structure. Moreover, utiliz-
ing error mitigation technique necessitate arranging the
circuit in a layered form to learn and mitigate the errors.
In all these cases, it is crucial to suppress known sources
of errors before attempting to correct or mitigate them
to reduce the overhead.
Here, we consider the problem of performing error sup-

pression at scale. Specifically, we consider error suppres-
sion as a stage prior to error mitigation to reduce the
mitigation overhead. In a typical workflow of error mit-
igation protocols such as PEC and PEA, an arbitrary
circuit is stratified into alternating layers of single-qubit
and two-qubit gates (see Fig. 2). Afterwards, the two-
qubit gates are twirled, that is random single qubit gates
are applied before and after the gates without altering
the logical operation of the circuit. Twirling then simpli-
fies the characterization and mitigation of errors [15–20].
Here, we focus on the specific case of Pauli twirling of
Clifford two-qubit gate layers and assume that errors on
single-qubit gates are gate-independent. Note that as any
unitary operation can be realized by a gateset consist-
ing of an entangling two-qubit gate and arbitrary single
qubit rotations, any circuit can be stratified into alter-
nating layers of arbitrary single qubit gates and Clifford
two-qubit gates [48, 49].
To realize a Pauli twirl, we apply random Pauli gates

before and after the Clifford gate without altering the
operations of the circuit. In this work we consider the
two qubit gate layers to be composed of the hardware
native Echoed Cross Resonance (ECR) gate [25, 50–52],
which is locally equivalent to a CNOT gate. Since the
CNOT gate is a Clifford gate, it maps Pauli operators
to other Pauli operators. Therefore, it is possible to find
single qubit Pauli gates P1, P2 and P ′

1 and P ′
2 such that

(P1 ⊗ P2) · CNOT · (P ′
1 ⊗ P ′

2) = CNOT. This essentially
realizes a Pauli twirl of the error channel of the gate (see
Fig. 2). Such twirled error channels, are in a form known
as a Pauli channel. Pauli channels with a local generator
can be characterized and inverted efficiently [5].
The random gates needed for Pauli twirling can be

combined with the layer of single-qubit gates and im-
plemented without additional overhead. This random-



5

=

=

U

V

W

Z

X

I

X

Z

Z

Z

I

Y

Y

X

I

Y

Y

X

Y

X

Z

X

Z

Y

Y

Y

Z

U

W

V

FIG. 2. An arbitrary circuit can be stratified into layers of
two-qubit and single-qubit gates. Pauli twirling adds single
qubit Paulis surrounding the two qubit layers. The single-
qubit gates (original and twirling components) are then re-
combined. The overall logical operation of the circuit remains
unchanged.

ization can suppress the accumulation of coherent er-
rors [53]. While this suppression can be useful if the er-
rors are not known, it is important to remove the known
errors whenever possible. As mentioned earlier, in cer-
tain cases, known coherent errors can be absorbed in the
preceding or following layers of gates. In the context of
error mitigation, removing coherent errors before scram-
bling them can significantly improve the overhead.

B. Context-dependent errors

Stratifying a circuit into layers introduces a structure
that simplifies the classification and suppression of co-
herent errors in the layers based on the context. The al-
ternating layer structure readily allows for overhead-free
compensation of single-qubit coherent errors that only
occur on idling qubits in layers of two-qubit gates by
absorbing their inverses into the layers of single-qubit
gates following or preceding them. The two-qubit coher-
ent errors can be compensated with no overhead if there
are generic two-qubit gates before or after them. More-
over, the structure imposed on the two-qubit gate layers
simplifies the alignment of DD pulses to maximize error
suppression.

We consider several contexts in layers of two-qubit
gates where coherent errors on idling qubits depend on
the application and direction of the two-qubit gates on
their neighbors (see Fig. 3a) [54]. We also examine the
efficacy of various error suppression techniques by per-
forming isolated Ramsey experiments. Specifically, we
prepare the qubits, to which we apply error suppression,
in the |+⟩ state, let them evolve under noise for d lay-
ers, apply error suppression, and measure the overlap of
the final state with |+⟩ state (see Fig. 3a). Such mea-
surements are sensitive to errors in the Z basis and best
illustrate the performance of our methods. Later we con-
sider more general error metrics such as the layer fidelity

in Sec. VC and quantify the reduction in error mitigation
overhead using our methods.

The first example we consider (case I in Fig. 3) is when
there are two adjacent idle qubits for some time τ . In
this case, the qubits are affected by a coherent two-qubit
error Hamiltonian H11 (1). Therefore, the total error
is given by U11 = Rzz(θ) · [Rz(−θ)⊗Rz(−θ)] (2), where
θ = ντ . When these error are followed by a Pauli twirling
layer and an arbitrary two-qubit gate, the Rz terms can
be compensated in the single qubit layer, and the Rzz

term can be moved past the twirling gates and compen-
sated by the two-qubit gate that follows. Alternatively,
context-aware staggered DD sequences can also suppress
these errors [43, 44]. However, if DD is applied on in-
dividual qubits without considering the context, the X
gates in DD align and cannot fully suppress the U11 er-
ror. Specifically, while aligned DD cancels the Rz(−θ)
terms, it cannot suppress Rzz(θ). In this case, one can
again compensate the remaining error term in the follow-
ing two-qubit gates. The results for all these suppression
techniques for a varying idling time of dτ are experimen-
tally demonstrated in Fig. 3c. The remarkable improve-
ment observed by error compensation validates our model
for the major source of coherent noise in this experiment.
The difference in the asymptotic decay rates of the error
compensation and staggered DD curves is indicative of
the presence of temporally correlated incoherent noise,
which DD is effective at suppressing.

The second and third examples (cases II and III in
Fig. 3) involve spectators qubits of an ECR gate. The
ECR gate has an echo pulse (X) on its control and ro-
tary echo pulses on its target. These pulses act as DD se-
quences and cancel the ZZ interaction between the con-
trol qubit and its spectator (Fig. 3d), as well as the tar-
get qubit and its spectator (Fig. 3e). Therefore, ignoring
other sources of errors that will be discussed in the next
Sec., the remaining errors are single-qubit HZ = −ν

2Z.
This error can be compensated in single qubit gate layers
that follow the ECR layer. To apply DD in these cases,
it is important that the DD pulses on the spectators are
correctly placed with respect to the echo and rotary echo
pulses in the gate. To illustrate this point let τg denote
the two-qubit gate time. For the control spectator we
apply the sequence τg/4−X− τg/2−X− τg/4 to ensure
that the applied X pulses form a staggered DD sequence
with the control echo pulse. Note that in practice this
timing has to be modified to account for the finite time
required to apply the X pulses. For the target spec-
tator, we apply the sequence τg/2 − X − τg/2 − X to
again ensure that the X pulses form a staggered DD se-
quence with the target rotary echo pulses. These choices
of alignments ensure that coherent errors between the
qubits that the gate acts on and their spectators remain
suppressed, while also suppressing single qubit coherent
errors on spectators.

The fourth and last example we consider (case IV in
Fig. 3) is where the control qubits in two parallel ECR
gates are adjacent. Here, the gate echo pulses on the
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FIG. 3. Context aware compiling and suppression of coherent errors using compensation or dynamical decoupling (DD). (a)
Depiction of several cases where coherent errors can be identified and suppressed. (b) Ramsey experiments on one and two
qubits are used to characterize the errors and their suppression. The Ramsey fidelity F should ideally stay at F = 1 for all
values of d. However, due to noise it deviates from the ideal value. Oscillations of F in the subsequent panels are signatures of
coherent noise. (c) Idling neighboring qubits suffer from single-qubit Z and two-qubit ZZ errors. These errors can be removed
by absorption into a two-qubit gate in the following layer, by DD, or a combination thereof. Note that a conventional “aligned”
DD on its own cannot fully remove these errors. The depth d in the plot, refers to the number of idle intervals of τ = 500
ns. (d) Control spectator and (e) target spectator qubits both suffer from coherent Z errors that can be absorbed into the
single-qubit gate layers. (f) When the control qubits of two ECR gates are aligned, two-qubit ZZ errors survive, but can be
absorbed into a two-qubit gate in the following layer. In this case, DD cannot be applied without altering the gate operation.
The colors and text above the circuits identify the corresponding curves in the fidelity plots. The experimental data featured
in the right column are from ibm nazca in panels (b-e) and from ibm brisbane in panel (f).

control qubits align with each other and the ZZ error
reappears. In this case, DD cannot be applied and the
only method to suppress the error is to compensate it us-
ing another two qubit gate. As shown in Fig. 3f, the error
compensation strategy is highly effective in suppressing
these errors.

C. Other sources of noise

In addition to the dominant sources considered above,
there are other errors such as AC Stark shift, next-nearest
neighbor ZZ interaction, and slow Z oscillations from
charge-parity fluctuations [44, 55]. In this section we
present the results of the characterization of these errors
in experiments. However, since these errors are typically
small compared to the ones considered in Section III B,
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DD sequences:

None

Staggered
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Walsh

(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. 4. Characterization of some less dominant errors. (a)
Pulses on neighboring qubits can induce coherent Z errors on
spectators. In this experiment on ibm nazca, we observe 20
kHz of Stark shift (the distance between the peak and the
frequency of always-on coupling indicated by the dashed line)
due to the application of gates on neighboring qubits. (b)
Additional Z errors can be caused by charge-parity fluctua-
tions that results in a phase shift whose frequency δ changes
very slowly in an experiment, but its sign switches from shot
to shot. In the presence of another coherent phase evolu-
tion, the addition of these errors lead to beating in the os-
cillations as shown in this experiment on ibm nazca. (c)
Frequency collisions (inset) can cause next-nearest-neighbor
(NNN) crosstalk. Progressively more cancellation will occur
by going up the Walsh-Hadamard hierarchy to space gates
on different qubits. Experimental data from ibm sherbrooke
shows this suppression.

we do not actively seek to suppress them in the rest of
the paper although the same methods could be applied.

A driven nonlinear quantum oscillator experiences a
dynamic change in its effective frequency, referred to as
the AC Stark shift. In weakly-anharmonic superconduct-
ing qubits such as transmons, the higher states can intro-
duce non-negligible corrections. In cross-resonance archi-
tectures, a common instance is when applying ECR gate
on a control qubit, or a single qubit gate on a qubit,
leads to a non-negligible effective drive on its neighbors
through the always-on qubit-qubit interactions. This
drive spill-over can lead to Stark shift on spectator qubits
in the form of Z errors (see Fig. 4a).
In addition to Stark shift, there are other Z er-

rors caused by charge-parity fluctuations through quasi-
particle tunneling. Such errors causes a phase shift whose
frequency δ changes very slowly in an experiment, but its
sign switches from shot to shot. That is, the single qubit
error Hamiltonian with strength ν, includes an additional
±δZ term

H =
1

2
(ν ± δ)Z. (6)

As the sign of the additional term is stochastic, error ab-
sorption techniques are not useful in this context, how-
ever, dynamical decoupling can still remove these errors.
The strength of these errors vary in different systems and
can be negligible in some cases. In Fig. 4b we show an
example in experiments. Specifically, we perform a Ram-
sey experiment with a known rotation with frequency
ν. Therefore, the observed signal will have oscillations
with frequencies ν ± δ, which lead to beatings observed
in Fig. 4b.
Finally, we consider ZZ interaction between Next-

Nearest-Neighboring (NNN) qubits. Such interactions
are weak in cross-resonance architectures, typically of
O(0.1 kHz), due to getting mediated by the middle qubit.
Dependent on proximity to frequency collisions, however,
we may run into qubit triplets in which such longer-range
ZZ interactions can be undesirably enhanced to even
O(10 kHz). One common scenario is the type-VI col-
lision [35] in which the |0⟩ → |1⟩ transition of one qubit
is approximately resonant with the |1⟩ → |2⟩ transition
of the NNN qubit.
In such scenarios with all-to-all ZZ interaction, the

idea of staggered DD can be generalized using the more
advanced Walsh-Hadamard DD sequence [56, 57]. This
technique is based on shifting the X pulses on each qubit
in time, such that the net accumulation of the + and −
sign Z error on each qubit due to any mutual ZZ interac-
tion is canceled out. Such sequences can be constructed
using a sign matrix with number of rows and columns
equal to the number of qubits and layers, where ZZ can-
cellation translates into zero inner product between any
two rows [24, 56]. To achieve this for three qubits, we
can implement the sequence shown in Fig. 4c.
Table I summarizes the different errors and suppression

techniques that we have covered. Next, we describe how
a compiler can address these errors for arbitrary circuits.

Error Source Suppression
EC DD

Z (idle) Always-on Phase shift Any
ZZ (idle) Always-on Absorb Staggered

ZZ (active) Always-on Commute/absorb ✗
Stark Z neighboring gate Phase shift Any
Slow Z Quasi-particles ✗ Any
NNN ZZ Freq. collisions ✗ Walsh

TABLE I. The coherent errors characterized experimentally
in this paper, and how each is suppressed.

Active qubits are those that participate in a gate (here
specifically control). Experimental characterization of errors
in rows 1-3 are shown in Fig. 3. The less frequent errors

mentioned in rows 4-6 are characterized in Fig. 4.

IV. COMPILER DESIGN

Having established different sources of correlated er-
rors and how to suppress them in small experiments, we
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now turn to the design of a compiler to automatically
implement these suppression techniques for arbitrary cir-
cuits. The first compilation strategy identifies periods in
which neighboring qubits are jointly idling, and resolves
via graph coloring a suppression sequence to be inserted
based on the device Hamiltonian, connectivity of idling
qubits, and gates being executed on neighboring qubits
(the circuit context). The second automates the identi-
fication of locations in the circuit where coherent errors
are known to accumulate, again from the circuit con-
text, and inserts error-compensating gates to refocus the
undesired evolution. Both suppression methods scale fa-
vorably with both the circuit and device size, with com-
plexity of O(d2n) for CA-DD and O(dn) for CA-EC with
circuit depth d and number of device qubits n.

A. Context-aware dynamical decoupling (CA-DD)

This algorithm proceeds in four phases, shown in Al-
gorithm 1. First, a qubit crosstalk graph is built based
on knowledge of the device Hamiltonian from calibration
and crosstalk characterization data. Often, this means
having an edge between neighboring qubits, but in colli-
sion conditions there may be additional edges connecting
next-nearest neighbors (e.g. as characterized in Fig. 4c).
Next, the layers of an input circuit are scanned to iden-
tify qubit idle periods which may be candidates for dy-
namical decoupling, depending on their duration and the
characteristics of their respective qubits. These periods
are greedily collected into groups of delays which overlap
in time and are adjacent on the crosstalk graph.

The algorithm then evaluates each group recursively,
examining at the entry and exit of each variable-width
delay instruction to identify the longest time period and
largest collection of qubits which are candidates for dy-
namical decoupling based on the duration, crosstalk in-
teraction, and number of jointly idling qubits. The re-
mainder of the group is split and each residual is eval-
uated in the same way. These delay groups are then
analyzed within their circuit and device context to select
an optimal suppression sequence. This includes examin-
ing the circuit context to account for concurrent gates
on qubits adjacent to the idling group, as described in
Sec. III B, such that adjacent sequences do not negate
the effect of one another.

A greedy graph coloring algorithm is employed, as
shown in Fig. 5. The spectator qubits to gates provide
the initial constraints in the graph coloring problem. For
each layer in the circuit, start by coloring the qubits par-
ticipating in ECR: orange for control and blue for target.
This ensures two things: first, that the control spectator
is not colored orange, and thus its echos will be stag-
gered with that of the control itself. Second, that the
target spectator is not colored blue, and thus we get Z
suppression on this spectator without undoing the effect
of rotary pulses at canceling ZZ between the target and
the spectator during those intervals. From there, we color

Algorithm 1: Context-aware dynamical
decoupling

Input: Scheduled circuit S, device description H,
minimum duration to suppress Dmin,
dictionary of dynamical decoupling sequences
LDD,

Output: Error-suppressed circuit S′

1 begin
2 G← BuildInteractionGraph(H);
3 I ← CollectJointDelays(S, G, Dmin);
4 C ← ColorGraph(I, G, S, H);
5 S′ ← ApplyDDSeqByColor(S, C, LDD);

6 Function CollectJointDelays(S, G, Dmin):
7 s ← [single qubit delay instructions in S with

duration ≥ Dmin];
8 gs ← [greedy collection of delays into groups

adjacent on device and overlapping in time];
9 I ← ∅;

10 while gs ̸= ∅ do
11 g ← gs.pop(); w ← ∅;
12 for delay interval ∈ g do
13 m← delay interval.num idling qubits;
14 if m > w.num idling qubits then
15 w ← delay interval;

16 before, w, after ← g.split at(w);
17 gs.append(before, after);
18 I.append(w);

19 return I;

20 Function ColorGraph(I, G, S, H):
21 C ← ∅;
22 for delay interval ∈ I do
23 c← ∅;
24 for gate ∈ S.adjacent gates( delay interval) do
25 if gate.type == ECR then
26 c.assign(gate.control, “orange”);
27 c.assign(gate.target, “blue”);

28 GreedyColor (c, delay interval, G);
29 C.append(c);

30 return C;

the rest of the idle nodes via a greedy assignment begin-
ning with those already constrained by the coloring of
adjacent ECR gates, ensuring that no two neighbors in
the crosstalk graph are colored the same. Whenever there
is a conflict and the desired color cannot be applied, we
can use the next level of the Walsh-Hadamard hierarchy,
as initially described in Sec. III B and further illustrated
in Fig. 5. This heuristically minimizes the number of
DD pulses by staying in lower levels of the Walsh hier-
archy, yet ensure that adequate crosstalk suppression is
achieved on all pairs. Note that with a finite number of
colors, constructing higher order Walsh sequences has a
constant cost, and we can use a dictionary of pre-built
sequences (Fig. 2b) in the compiler.
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FIG. 5. Context-aware dynamical decoupling. a) An example qubit connectivity, upon which a crosstalk graph is built (note
the existence of a next-nearest-neighbor crosstalk). A 4-layer circuit is shown (interleaved with twirls). In each layer, the
idle qubits are colored according to Algorithm 1. Based on these colors, Walsh-Hadamard sequences are inserted to suppress
correlated Z and ZZ (and ZZZ) errors within that context. b) The location of pulses in the first 7 Walsh-Hadamard sequences.
Each sequence corresponds to a different color after graph node coloring. Each sequence suppresses Z (as evidenced by the
balanced shaded area in each row). In addition, ZZ is suppressed between any two of these sequences (as evidenced by the
balanced parity of the shaded areas in each pair of rows). The compiler aims to use the lowest number of pulses (minimize
colors subject to constraints).

.

B. Context-aware error compensation (CA-EC)

The second technique employed by our compiler is the
automated identification, accumulation, and compensa-
tion of coherent crosstalk errors. Similar to the approach
employed above, an input circuit is scanned to identify
periods under which, from static crosstalk terms in the
device Hamiltonian, coherent noise will be known to ac-
cumulate. Circuit instructions which invert the effect of
these noise sources are inserted before or following the
period where they will occur. They are subsequently
commuted through existing circuit instructions (or anti-
commuted, tracking any needed corrections) to a location
in the circuit where they are either synthesized into cir-
cuit gates directly or absorbed as corrections into existing
circuit blocks. This is described in Algorithm 2.

First, we initialize a dictionary mapping each qubit and
each pair of qubits in the connectivity graph to the final
error compensation accumulated on those qubits. This is
initially Z(0) for individual qubits and ZZ(0) for pairs
of qubits. Next, we scan over the scheduled circuit layer
by layer, and identify how correlated errors affect each
of the entries in our map. This is done in accordance
with the isolated cases outlined in Fig. 3. Taking into
account the ZZ rates and the duration of each layer,
we calculate compensation angles affecting each entry in
the dictionary and add to the ones accumulated so far.
When we carry the compensation dictionary to the next
layer, we may pass through a twirl layer. Depending on
whether the twirl Paulis commute or anti-commute with
each of the Z or ZZ compensations, we may need to keep
the compensation angle’s sign, or flip it.

If we reach a layer where an entry in the compensation
dictionary can no longer be commuted through, we look
at the succeeding gate (and more gates downstream if

supported on the same qubits) to see if the compensa-
tion can be absorbed into those existing gates. This is
the case, for example, when the succeeding gate is itself a
ZZ rotation (as in QAOA or Ising model applications) or
a more general Heisenberg or SU(4) gate, in which case a
ZZ can be absorbed into it at no additional cost. Other-
wise, we explicitly insert the compensation as a gate into
the circuit. We reset the compensation for this entry of
the dictionary, and proceed to the next layer. We repeat
until all scheduled circuit layers are exhausted.
To avoid introducing extra errors from the compensat-

ing gates themselves (when they cannot be absorbed),
a final optimization is performed by our compiler. In
these cases, observing that the compensating angle is of-
ten small, we use pulse stretching to natively implement
ZZ(θ) [58, 59], which saves substantially on gate error
compared to implementing it from two CNOTs due to
having a much shorter pulse. This is irrelevant for Z
compensations, since those are implemented virtually via
microwave phase shifts and have zero cost [60].
Our context-aware dynamical decoupling and error

compensation techniques are compatible. The latter is
more effective in refocusing coherent noise that occurs
during gate applications and thus cannot admit the in-
sertion of additional decoupling gate sequences, and the
former is more general in that it can suppress coherent
and incoherent noise sources. We explore the combina-
tion of these methods in the next section.

V. APPLICATIONS

We now study several interesting circuits as bench-
marks. The qubit layouts in these applications are se-
lected to include error mechanisms depicted in Fig. 3 to
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Algorithm 2: Context-aware error
compensation

Input: Scheduled circuit S, connectivity graph C,
characterized ZZ crosstalk rates R

Output: Error-suppressed circuit
1 compensation 1q ← {q : ∅ for n in C.nodes()};
2 compensation 2q ← {e : ∅ for e in C.edges()};

/* Split circuit into layers with either only

1q or only 2q gates */

3 for layer ∈ Layers(S) do
4 if layer.is 2q then
5 for q ∈ compensation 1q do
6 for p ∈ C.neighbors(q) do
7 if layer[p, q] refocuses ZZ then
8 Continue;
9 else

10 ν ← R[p, q];
11 θ ← 2π ∗ ν

2
∗ τ ;

12 compensation 1q[q] += θ;
13 compensation 1q[p] += θ;

14 for edge ∈ compensation 2q do
15 if layer[edge] refocuses ZZ then
16 Continue;
17 else
18 ν ← R[edge];
19 θ ← −2π ∗ ν

2
∗ τ ;

20 compensation 2q[edge] += θ;

21 else
22 for (compensation, error) ∈

(compensation 1q, compensation 2q), (Z,ZZ)
do

/* Update compensation if error

commutes or anti-commutes with

layer */

23 for key ∈ compensation do
24 if {layer[key], error} == 0 then
25 compensation[key] *= -1;
26 else if [layer[key], error] == 0 then
27 compensation[key] *= 1;
28 else /* Insert correction */

29 layer.insert(compensation[key]);
30 compensation[key]← ∅;

highlight the detrimental effect of coherent noise.

A. Ising model

We consider the Floquet time-evolution of an Ising-
type model at the Clifford point, similar to those studied
in Ref. [14]. Specifically, each Floquet step consists of
a layer of ECR on even-odd qubits, and a layer of ECR
on odd-even qubits, followed by a layer of single qubit X
gates. This serve as a test case, where boundary qubits
(Q0 and Q5 in Fig. 6) are initialized in |++⟩ while the
other qubits are in |0⟩. The expectation values XX for
spins at boundaries, i.e., ⟨X0X5⟩, oscillates between −1
and +1. We recover this behavior through our CA-EC
and CA-DD techniques, as shown in Fig. 6.

H X

X

X

X

X

XH

H

H

xd

H

H

H

H

xd(a)

(c)

(b)
Q0

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5

FIG. 6. Floquet Ising evolution with error compensation. (a)
The circuit for the Floquet Ising model consists of d steps,
each with two layers of two-qubit gates, and a layer of sin-
gle qubit gate. (b) The two-qubit gate layers are twirled.
The idling period in one of the layers results in additional Z
errors at the boundary. (c) The experimental results from
ibm nazca show that compensation of errors (CA-EC) or de-
coupling them (CA-DD) at the boundary (red circles in panels
(a) and (b)) significantly improves the results compared to the
case where layers are only twirled without error suppression.

B. Heisenberg model

We demonstrate our context-aware compiling for the
task of generating first-order Trotterized dynamics of the
Heisenberg model with a periodic boundary condition in
the absence of external field, on 12 spins. The Heisen-
berg model is a cornerstone in quantum magnetism, pro-
viding a framework for understanding spin interactions
in condensed matter systems, particularly in exploring
phenomena such as quantum phase transitions and crit-
icality [61]. The Heisenberg Hamiltonian of an N -spin
chain in the absence of external field can be written as

H = −1

2

N∑
⟨i,j⟩

(JxXiXj + JyYiYj + JzZiZj) , (7)

where Jx, Jy, Jz are the coupling constants and ⟨i, j⟩
indicates that the sum is performed on adjacent qubits
on the lattice. The unitary operator generated by this
Hamiltonian, exp(−iHt), can be decomposed in terms of
the canonical two-qubit gate Ucan (5) as shown in Fig. 7b,
where the angles α, β, γ are defined as −Jit/2, i ∈
{x, y, z}, respectively. In a heavy hex lattice, imple-
menting the discretized time-evolution of the Heisenberg
model requires 3 layers of two-qubit unitaries per time
step, as shown with three colors in Fig. 7a,c. Here we
consider this evolution in a ring of 12-qubits.
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FIG. 7. Heisenberg model. (a) A ring on a heavy hex architec-
ture, where the interaction color indicates layers of two qubit
gates inside a time step. (b) A mapping of the Heisenberg
ring onto a 12-qubit circuit with a periodic boundary condi-
tion. The schematic shows one time step. The edge color of
the two-qubit interaction corresponds to those shown in (a).
The grey gates are Ucan (5). Red indicates ZZ and Z errors
on the qubits, most of which will be compensated into previ-
ous/subsequent Heisenberg interactions. (c) Performance of
context-aware error suppression in a Heisenberg experiment
on ibm nazca. (d) Estimated error mitigation overhead for
error suppression techniques in panel (c) shows that CA-EC
and DD reduce the overhead by more than 3.5× and 2.75×
over no suppression and DD, respectively.

.

On this ring, neighboring qubits i and j are exposed to
ZZ coherent noise during any idling periods in each time
step, whose error Hamiltonian is H11 = νi,j/2(−Zi−Zj+
ZiZj) (1), where νi,j is the strength of the coherent er-

rors. As mentioned in Sec. III B, such errors accumulated
over an idling period of τ can be corrected by a compen-
sating unitary, i.e., Ucomp = Rzz(−θ) · [Rz(θ) ⊗ Rz(θ)]
where θ = ντ .

Our context-aware compiling then absorbs the ZZ part
of the correction into a time step of Heisenberg interac-
tion. We remark that since XX, Y Y , and ZZ all com-
mute with each other in a Heisenberg interaction, we can
absorb the correction unitary into either the previous or
the following interaction unitary. For instance, in Fig. 7,
the compensating unitary Ucomp for the idling period in
the second two-qubit gate layer on Q4 and Q5 can be
absorbed into the ZZ Heisenberg interaction in the first
two-qubit gate layer, whereas the compensating unitary
for the idling period in the second two-qubit gate layer
on Q5 and Q6 can be absorbed into the ZZ Heisenberg
interaction in the third layer.

If we Pauli twirl the entire circuit, there will be two
identical pairs of Pauli gates conjugating every two-qubit
idling period. To absorb the coherent RZZ(θ) errors ac-
cumulating over any idling period, we need to push them
through the twirling gates before absorbing them into
the ZZ interaction in the Heisenberg interaction. As ex-
plained in Sec. III B, if the Pauli twirling gates do not
commute with ZZ, the accumulated ZZ error evolution
acquires a negative sign (see Fig. 1). The compensat-
ing unitary for the single qubit Z errors, i.e., Rz(θ), can
easily be absorbed into any neighboring single qubit uni-
tary, e.g., from the twirling or the Heisenberg interaction
decomposition (see Fig. 1).

We experimentally compare the performance of sev-
eral error suppression techniques discussed in this work,
namely CA-EC, CA-DD, and regular DD, in the Heisen-
berg ring. As shown in Fig. 7c, we observe that with no
error suppression (except readout correction and Pauli
twirling), the distinguishing features of the dynamics of
a generic single qubit observable ⟨Z2⟩ are not observable.
By adding CA-EC or CA-DD the features of the dynam-
ics such as oscillations at d = 4 are recovered. However,
not considering the context and applying DD individu-
ally to qubits does not noticeably improve the results.
Note that this is a fairly large circuit, consisting of 180
CNOTs and a CNOT-depth of 45. Having boosted the
“raw” signal, it is now possible to deploy error mitigation
methods to recover the rest of the signal at substantially
reduced overheads. In fact, using a simple global depo-
larization error model we can estimate this overhead (see
e.g., Ref. [62]). Specifically, we scale expectation values
at depth d by Aλd such that they are as close to ideal val-
ues as possible. Here, A and λ capture readout and layer
errors, respectively. Since scaling the signal modifies its
variance, the sampling overhead can be obtained by the
ratio of the scaling factors squared. The results shown
in Fig. 7d indicate that CA-DD and CA-EC improve the
error mitigation overhead by more than 3.5× and 2.75×
over no suppression and DD, respectively.
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C. Layer Fidelity

Lastly, we consider a very generic form of computa-
tion, that is an arbitrary layer of simultaneous two-qubit
gates applied to some qubits on the device. Any circuit
can be translated to layers of this form, as is routinely
done in PEC or PEA error mitigation. The fidelity of
these layers plays a direct role in error mitigation over-
head, with overhead becoming exponentially better as
layer fidelities improve. We evaluate the layer fidelity fol-
lowing a procedure similar to that described in Ref.[27].
First, we partition the qubits into disjoint groups of pairs
subjected to gate operations, adjacent idle pairs, and in-
dividual idle qubits. We then simultaneously measure
the average fidelity within each partition by preparing
and measuring the fidelity in the corresponding full two-
qubit or one-qubit Pauli basis. This involves standard
steps of preparing the circuit in a Pauli basis using 1-
qubit Clifford gates, applying randomly-twirled versions
of the layer to diagonalize the noise in the Pauli basis,
and iteratively applying it for a depth of d to amplify the
error. We revert the computation by applying another
Pauli basis change so that ideally we would implement
the identity operation [5, 27, 63]. Additionally, we incor-
porate a twirling layer before readouts, which diagonal-
izes the readout errors through averaging over systematic
errors [64]. From the decay rate of the circuit fidelity as
a function of d we obtain the fidelity in each partition.
Finally, we determine the layer fidelity using the product
of the disjoint fidelities [27]

To compare the various methods presented in this pa-
per, we benchmark the layer depicted in Fig. 8. This
sparse layer contains adjacent idle qubits and adjacent
control qubits that are especially susceptible to correlated
coherent noise. While the former can be suppressed by
CA-DD the latter can only benefit from CA-EC. With-
out any error suppression (except for readout) we ob-
serve a circuit layer fidelity of LFbare = 0.648 ± 0.058.
This fidelity increases to LFDD = 0.743 ± 0.032 using
DD to LFCA-DD = 0.822± 0.024 applying context-aware
DD and to LFCA-EC = 0.881 ± 0.002 applying error
compensation. These increases in layer fidelity trans-
late to reduced factors from γbare ≈ 2.38 to γDD ≈ 1.81,
γCA-DD ≈ 1.48 and to γCA-EC ≈ 1.29, where γ determines
the error mitigation sampling overhead for the same layer
[5, 27]. To put it into perspective, the reduction in sam-
pling overhead for mitigating a single layer compared be-
tween ordinary DD / CA-DD and ordinary DD / CA-EC
is a factor of 1.2× and 1.4×, respectively. However, the
sampling overhead scales exponentially in depth, i.e. for
a circuit of 10 layers, the reduction is ∼ 7× and ∼ 30×.

D. Dynamic circuits

Dynamic circuits have recently emerged as a promising
technology with implementations in different architec-
ture [65, 66]. These circuits involve mid-circuit measure-
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FIG. 8. Benchmarking layer fidelities. (a) The layout for
a 10-qubit layer on ibm nazca, with 3 ECR gates and 4 idle
qubits. (b) The twirled layer that we benchmark with its co-
herent errors highlighted in red. (c) We see a 1.26× (1.36×)
improvement in layer fidelity by employing CA-DD (CA-EC),
compared to 1.14× with context-unaware DD. CA-EC per-
forms better in this layer than CA-DD, possibly due to the
presence of ZZ between Ctrl-Ctrl on Q37 and Q38, which DD
cannot suppress

ments followed by classical feed-forward operations con-
ditioned on the measurement outcome and are an essen-
tial building block for quantum error correction. Qubits
that are idle during the (long) measurement and clas-
sical feed-forward operation are affected by significant
coherent ZZ errors. We consider a simple example as a
benchmark with a linear chain of three qubits (two data
qubits and an auxiliary qubit) and use dynamic circuits

to create a Bell state (1/
√
2(|00⟩+ |11⟩), see Fig. 9a. In

some experiments, due to complexities of programming
the controller, it is be challenging to apply DD during
feedforward [66]. Therefore, we only consider the appli-
cation CA-EC to improve the fidelity of preparing this
state. Specifically, we first characterize various sources
of coherent errors together with the total time of the
operation during which the qubits are idling. As we ob-
served earlier, there are coherent ZZ interactions H11 (1)
between neighboring idle qubits. However, when an idle
qubit is adjacent to a measured qubit, we can use the in-
formation from the measurements to simplify error com-
pensation. Therefore, instead of applying a two-qubit
correction to the auxiliary qubit and its data spectator,
we append an additional single-qubit Z correction to the
conditional, see Fig. 9b. The angles in the compensat-
ing gates depend on the total time τ of measurements
and feedforward. While the former is known accurately
in our experiment (4 µs), the latter has to be calibrated.
Therefore, we vary τ and measure the fidelity of Bell state
preparation.

Without error compensation, the fidelity is 9.5% due
to the large accumulation of the ZZ errors, while using
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FIG. 9. Error compensation for dynamic circuits. (a) Quan-
tum circuit for preparing a Bell state using mid-circuit mea-
surement on an auxiliary qubit (top) and a conditional X
gate on one of the data qubits (middle). The ZZ and Z er-
rors during measurement and feedforward are shown in red.
In the last stage, we measure the Bell fidelity (F ) by applying
a CNOT and a Hadamard (H) gate. This simplifies the com-
putation F to evaluating the probability of the data qubits to
return to |00⟩. (b) The errors are compensated by appending
the inverse of the accumulated ZZ and Z rotations to the
conditional operation in (a). When the intermediate mea-
surement results in 1 (case 1), there would be an additional
Z rotation on the middle qubit. (c) Fidelity F with varying
estimate of the idle time τ . The optimal τ corresponds to
the best estimate of the measurement and feedforward time
in the experiment. With error compensation, F is increased
by more than 8×. Experiments are performed on ibm nazca.

CA-EC, the fidelity increases significantly by more than
8× to 78.1% at the optimal feedforward time of 1.15 µs,
see Fig. 9c. This optimal calibrated time agrees with in-
dependent estimates of the feedforward time using other
techniques.

E. Combined compiling strategy

Finally, we consider combining CA-EC and CA-DD in
applications. In general, there are several factors such
as the relative strength of coherent ZZ versus incoher-
ent errors such as T2, as well as single qubit gate errors
that one needs to consider when applying these schemes
together. For example, if errors are dominated by slow in-
coherent noise, it is more beneficial to use CA-DD, while
in cases where the single qubit gates are too noisy or
when the idle time is too short to add DD pulses it is
beneficial to use CA-EC. Here, we consider a straight-
forward combination, where we first use CA-DD to sup-
press possible noise instances and use CA-EC to suppress
those that CA-DD was unable to address (e.g., case IV in
Fig. 3). In a 6-qubit experiment with a Floquet-type cir-
cuit, we show that the combined method (CA-EC+DD)
indeed performs better than its constituent methods, see
Fig. 10.
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FIG. 10. Combined compiling strategy. (a) A Floquet time-
evolution circuit with 6 qubit, with the final measurement of
P00 on two of the qubits. This quantity should stay at 1 at
every time-step d. (b) We apply different suppression strate-
gies and observe that the combined strategy (CA-EC+DD)
outperforms its constituent methods applied individually. Ex-
periments are performed on ibm penguino1.

VI. RELATED WORK

Dynamical decoupling has a long history in quantum
systems [21], though the vast majority of demonstrations
have been in small systems or via manual pulse inser-
tion [26, 67, 68]. Recently, several works have applied
DD with success to larger multi-qubit circuits, but in
a uniform fashion across all qubits [25, 69], which fails
to address non-local errors. More recently, several ex-
periments have demonstrated crosstalk suppression us-
ing staggered dynamical decoupling [43, 70], building on
theoretical proposals from decades ago [56, 57]. How-
ever these have been manual with no compiler support.
The idea of adapting DD sequences to different parts
of the circuit has gained traction recently [71–74] but
these often require tuning the placements via many ad-
ditional circuit executions and are not informed by the
physical properties of the noise. Suppressing crosstalk
by changing the circuit schedule or tuning qubit frequen-
cies have also been studied in Ref. [75, 76], though with
limited experimental evaluation and non-scalable com-
pilation via exact solvers. Lastly, there has been some
research on adapting circuits to combat coherent errors,
though mainly focused on gate errors and not correlated
spectator errors [77]. Ref. [78] alternates the physical
implementation of a gate within a circuit to get an over-
all suppression. Similarly, Ref. [79] re-compiles the cir-
cuit after considering errors arising from gates on a flux-
tunable architecture, and evaluate the proposal numeri-
cally.

VII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We presented a characterization of various sources of
coherent and correlated errors affecting fixed-frequency
superconducting qubits, and proposed two methods for
their suppression: (i) context-aware DD, (ii) context-
aware error compensation. Our experiments show sub-
stantial improvements to execution fidelities of large cir-
cuits, with no extra qubits, gates or samples required. In
practical terms, these gains translate to orders of mag-
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nitude smaller overhead when performing quantum er-
ror mitigation or correction. Correlated errors appear on
other quantum computing platforms as well, and our pro-
posals can in principle be adapted for their suppression.

While coherent errors are more detrimental to quan-
tum circuits than stochastic errors, we exploit the unitary
nature of these errors and modify the circuit to counter
them. The key insight is that these modifications must be
informed by the spatial and temporal context of instruc-
tions being executed, and a knowledge of the underlying
sources of error.

At a broader level, our study has some implications on
designing quantum circuits and architectures. For exam-
ple, some sources of crosstalk, such as those that survive
two nearest-neighbor targets, are hard to suppress us-
ing either of our approaches. One could therefore ask

a compiler to not schedule circuits with these undesir-
able contexts, or try to suppress these forms of spectator
crosstalks during gate calibration.
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[54] Maika Takita, A. D. Córcoles, Easwar Magesan, Baleegh
Abdo, Markus Brink, Andrew Cross, Jerry M. Chow, and
Jay M. Gambetta. Demonstration of weight-four parity
measurements in the surface code architecture. Phys.
Rev. Lett., 117:210505, Nov 2016.

[55] Gianluigi Catelani, Robert J Schoelkopf, Michel H De-
voret, and Leonid I Glazman. Relaxation and fre-
quency shifts induced by quasiparticles in superconduct-
ing qubits. Phys. Rev. B, 84(6):064517, 2011.

[56] Debbie Leung. Simulation and reversal of n-qubit hamil-
tonians using hadamard matrices. Journal of Modern
Optics, 49(8):1199–1217, 2002.

[57] M. Rotteler and P. Wocjan. Equivalence of decoupling
schemes and orthogonal arrays. IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, 52(9):4171–4181, 2006.

[58] Pranav Gokhale, Ali Javadi-Abhari, Nathan Earnest,
Yunong Shi, and Frederic T Chong. Optimized quantum

https://quantum.ibm.com/


16

compilation for near-term algorithms with openpulse. In
2020 53rd Annual IEEE/ACM International Symposium
on Microarchitecture (MICRO), pages 186–200. IEEE,
2020.

[59] John PT Stenger, Nicholas T Bronn, Daniel J Egger, and
David Pekker. Simulating the dynamics of braiding of
majorana zero modes using an ibm quantum computer.
Phys. Rev. Res., 3(3):033171, 2021.

[60] David C McKay, Christopher J Wood, Sarah Sheldon,
Jerry M Chow, and Jay M Gambetta. Efficient z gates for
quantum computing. Phys. Rev. A, 96(2):022330, 2017.

[61] Subir Sachdev. Heisenberg spins: ferromagnets and an-
tiferromagnets, page 375–411. Cambridge University
Press, 2 edition, 2011.

[62] Zhenyu Cai, Ryan Babbush, Simon C. Benjamin, Suguru
Endo, William J. Huggins, Ying Li, Jarrod R. McClean,
and Thomas E. O’Brien. Quantum error mitigation. Rev.
Mod. Phys., 95:045005, Dec 2023.

[63] Alexander Erhard, Joel J Wallman, Lukas Postler,
Michael Meth, Roman Stricker, Esteban A Martinez,
Philipp Schindler, Thomas Monz, Joseph Emerson,
and Rainer Blatt. Characterizing large-scale quantum
computers via cycle benchmarking. Nat. Commun.,
10(1):5347, 2019.

[64] Ewout Van Den Berg, Zlatko K Minev, and Kristan
Temme. Model-free readout-error mitigation for quan-
tum expectation values. Phys. Rev. A, 105(3):032620,
2022.

[65] S. A. Moses et al. A race-track trapped-ion quantum
processor. Phys. Rev. X, 13:041052, Dec 2023.
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