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Optimizing the frequency configuration of qubits and quantum gates in superconducting quantum
chips presents a complex NP-complete optimization challenge. This process is critical for enabling
practical control while minimizing decoherence and suppressing significant crosstalk. In this paper,
we propose a neural network-based frequency configuration approach. A trained neural network
model estimates frequency configuration errors, and an intermediate optimization strategy identi-
fies optimal configurations within localized windows of the chip. The effectiveness of our method
is validated through randomized benchmarking and cross-entropy benchmarking. Furthermore,
we found that for variational quantum eigensolvers, optimizing the frequency configurations for a
crosstalk-aware hardware-efficient ansatz leads to improved energy calculations.

To achieve fault-tolerant quantum computing [1–4], su-
perconducting quantum processors must scale beyond the
limitations of noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ)
chips [5]. However, this progression faces two signifi-
cant challenges: unreliable hardware manufacturing and
imperfections in control systems, which contribute to
various errors. Decoherence errors, including qubit re-
laxation and dephasing, are one major issue [6]. An-
other critical problem is crosstalk errors, which occur
when excessive residual coupling between qubits causes
parallel operations to interfere with each other [7–9].
Additionally, microwave pulses intended for single-qubit
gates have unwanted effects on neighboring qubits, lead-
ing to microwave crosstalk errors [10]. Addressing these
challenges is essential for enabling scalable fault-tolerant
quantum computing.

The frequency-tunable architecture enables two-qubit
gates by bringing neighboring qubits directly into reso-
nance [11–13], resulting in shorter gate execution times
than fixed-frequency qubits. However, errors in this ar-
chitecture are susceptible to the frequency configuration.
Different configurations lead to variations in qubit de-
phasing and relaxation times. Notably, when qubit fre-
quencies align with Two-Level System (TLS) defects [14]
or flux-sensitive points [15], decoherence times are signifi-
cantly reduced. Furthermore, crosstalk arises when qubit
frequencies unintentionally come into resonance [16]. As
a result, optimizing qubit frequency configurations is crit-
ical to mitigating errors in frequency-tunable architec-
tures [17–19].

Addressing frequency configuration requires develop-
ing a model that maps the frequency of each quantum
gate to its associated error values. This model must ac-
count for decoherence noise at different qubit frequencies
and identify whether qubit frequencies lie within closely
resonant regions. Understanding how various errors in-
teract and collectively impact qubits adds to the com-
plexity. Building upon this model, solving an optimiza-
tion problem becomes necessary to determine a set of

frequency configurations that minimize errors for each
quantum gate. However, as the number of qubits in-
creases, the scale of the problem grows exponentially,
making it a highly constrained and computationally in-
tensive challenge.

Existing research tackles these challenges using com-
pensation pulses to mitigate XY control signal crosstalk
[20] and two-tone flux modulation to suppress decoher-
ence [21]. However, these methods inevitably increase
the complexity of the control system. Given the strong
dependence of errors on frequency, a more direct ap-
proach involves identifying frequency configurations that
circumvent hardware imperfections, thereby simplifying
hardware control.

While some frequency configuration strategies lack a
thorough investigation of the underlying physical systems
[22, 23], Google’s frequency configuration scheme [24] of-
fers a more advanced solution by incorporating a deeper
understanding of the physical principles. This approach
employs an error model that linearly combines all sources
of error, demonstrating a more comprehensive grasp of
the system. Nonetheless, it has certain limitations. First,
the impact of different error sources on qubits may not be
accurately captured by linear combinations. Second, er-
ror sources such as gate distortion, microwave crosstalk,
and other unknown global errors remain challenging to
model precisely [18], which limits the generalization and
scalability of this method. In [25], Ai et al. proposed
using a multilayer perceptron to predict gate errors and
a graph neural network for frequency optimization. Af-
ter training, the multilayer perceptron is used to predict
errors on other chips. However, due to fabrication incon-
sistencies, the error sources of each quantum chip vary,
and the trained neural network may lack generalizability.
In [26, 27], Morvan et al. and Zhang et al. formulated
the frequency configuration problem as an integer pro-
gramming problem with linear constraints. However, the
physical mechanisms of qubit noise cannot be adequately
captured by a simple set of linear constraints. Moreover,
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FIG. 1. (a) The frequency spectrum of tunable qubits, along with the variations in T1 and dω
dϕ

, as the external control magnetic

flux changes. (b-c) Coupling diagrams of quantum chips, where the dots represent qubits and the lines denote couplers. The
black qubits (gate qubits) are shown to have stray coupling with all the red qubits. (d) Illustration of microwave crosstalk,
where the drive applied to the target qubit q1 induces crosstalk with q2. When the drive is not resonant with q2, it causes a
shift in the energy levels of q2, and this effect becomes more pronounced as the frequencies of q1 and q2 approach resonance.

in addition to the mutual interactions between qubits,
each qubit also exhibits its own complex noise mecha-
nisms.

In this paper, we propose a neural network-based fre-
quency configuration scheme to address these challenges.
Unlike methods that rely on linear combinations of er-
rors, neural networks can effectively learn and model the
nonlinear interactions among error mechanisms. Addi-
tionally, as model-free tools, neural networks adapt to
complex and dynamic environments, enabling them to
better capture difficult-to-quantify error sources such as
microwave crosstalk and gate distortions. Moreover, our
approach eliminates the need to collect calibration data,
such as decoherence times, for building the error model,
significantly simplifying the data collection process.

In our frequency allocation process, we begin by ran-
domly initializing a frequency configuration and using
the neural network to predict gate errors across the chip.
The window with the highest average error is identified
and optimized locally. This iterative process is repeated
until the overall average gate errors are minimized. In
contrast, Google’s scheme starts without predefined fre-
quencies, progressively configuring windows adjacent to
the previous step until all gates are assigned. However,
their approach does not allow modifications to previously
set frequencies, potentially leading to higher overall er-
rors. Our method, by enabling iterative revisions to prior
configurations, achieves lower global average errors and
greater optimization flexibility.

Finally, after completing the configuration, we con-
ducted single-qubit randomized benchmarking (RB) [28]
and two-qubit cross-entropy benchmarking (XEB) [29] on
the chip. The results significantly reduced gate errors,
confirming that our frequency configuration effectively
identifies and selects low-error-rate frequencies. Further-
more, we developed optimized frequency configurations
for crosstalk-aware hardware-efficient ansatz (HEA) [30–
32] in variational quantum eigensolvers (VQE) [33–35].
Experimental results show that, under the same HEA,
optimized frequency configurations achieve lower energy
values compared to random configurations, highlighting
the importance of frequency configurations in minimizing

errors and enhancing computation fidelity.
Error Mechanisms On a quantum chip, the frequen-

cies of single-qubit and two-qubit gates directly impact
the final computational results. The first type of error
is relaxation error (T1 error) [6]. As the qubit frequency
shifts, its T1 relaxation time also changes. The T1 relax-
ation time sharply decreases at certain Two-Level System
(TLS) defect points [14], causing the qubit to easily tran-
sition from the higher energy state to the lower energy
state. The second type is dephasing error (T2 error) [15].
In a tunable-frequency architecture, a qubit’s dephasing
time T2 depends on the first derivative of the frequency
to the magnetic flux, given by 1

T2
∝ dω

dϕ (see Fig. 1(a)).

Therefore, frequency settings should be chosen such that
both T1 and T2 are sufficiently long to minimize errors
(see Fig. 1(a)). The third type of error occurs during two-
qubit gate execution when the qubit frequency shifts from
the idle frequency ωoff to the interaction frequency ωon.
An excessive shift |ωoff − ωon| can cause gate distortion
errors. The fourth type is stray coupling crosstalk [18].
As shown in Fig. 1(b-c), if the gate-qubit frequency ap-
proaches resonance with neighboring or next-neighboring
qubits, unintended coupling occurs, which can reduce
gate fidelity. Finally, microwave crosstalk (see Fig. 1(d))
arises when a drive signal intended for qubit qi influences
a nearby qubit qj . If qi and qj are near resonance, qj is
significantly affected. Unlike stray coupling, microwave
crosstalk has a broader reach and can impact even non-
neighboring qubits.
Neural Network Error Estimator We use a neural

network to predict gate error under a given frequency
configuration [36, 37]. The network (see Fig. 2) consists
of a position embedding layer [38], an input layer, hidden
layers, and an output layer. Overall, it is a multilayer
perceptron [39, 40].
The network uses the frequencies of all single-qubit

and two-qubit gates as inputs and predicts the errors for
a specific single-qubit or two-qubit gate under a given
configuration. Based on the previously discussed error
mechanisms, the error of a single-qubit gate is influenced
by its own frequency, the frequencies of its neighboring
and next-neighboring qubits, as well as the frequencies
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FIG. 2. Given a chip and a set of frequency configuration (ωsingle,ωtwo). The input vector is defined as (ωsingle,ωtwo,pi). The
vector pi undergoes a linear transformation Wp, transforming it into a dense vector ωp incorporating positional information.
This transformed vector is then added to (ωsingle,ωtwo), resulting in a combined vector ωin that contains both configuration
and positional information. ωin is then fed into a multilayer perceptron, and the final output ϵi is the predicted error of gi
under configuration (ωsingle,ωtwo).
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FIG. 3. (a) Scatter plot of the training set, showing the measured error data (vertical axis) and the corresponding predicted
error data (horizontal axis) for each gate under a given configuration. Ideally, all points should cluster around the red line,
where |prediction − measure| = 0. Similarly, (d) presents the scatter plot for the test set, where points in both the training
and test sets are distributed around the red line after training. (b) Cumulative frequency distribution plot of relative errors,
|prediction−measure|/measure, in the training set, with a median of 15.9%. (e) Cumulative distribution plot of relative errors
in the test set, with a median of 22.8%. (c) Cumulative frequency distribution plot of absolute errors, |prediction−measure|,
in the training set, with a median of 7× 10−4. (f) Cumulative distribution plot of absolute errors in the test set, with a median
of 1× 10−3.

of qubits inducing microwave crosstalk. For a two-qubit
gate, its error is affected by the idle and interaction fre-
quencies of the gate qubits, the frequencies of neighboring
spectator qubits, and the frequencies of qubits causing
microwave crosstalk with the gate qubits. To determine
which qubit frequencies affect the target quantum gate,
the neural network analyzes the input data and dynam-

ically refines the connections between its neurons to op-
timize the learning process. As a result, the input vector
must comprehensively include the single-qubit and two-
qubit frequencies of all qubits on the chip.

ωin = (ωsingle,ωtwo). (1)

Here, ωsingle and ωtwo represent the frequencies of single-
qubit and two-qubit gates, respectively. For preprocess-
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FIG. 4. (a) Qubits qi and qj perform a two-qubit gate, with qn as the spectator. In a periodic grid, qn can either execute a two-
qubit gate with one of its three neighboring qubits (represented by gray dots) or a single-qubit gate, resulting in four possible
frequency configurations. Considering all four scenarios introduces excessive constraints, expanding the exclusion zones. (b)
The black edges and nodes represent the qubits and couplers involved in quantum gates within a specific time slice. Four
example configurations are shown. (c) The coupler activation pattern determines which qubits can execute two-qubit gates
simultaneously. (d) The number of parallel two-qubit gate scenarios increases with the scale of the M ×N chip.

ing the input data, let ωmin and ωmax denote the min-
imum and maximum frequencies across all single-qubit
and two-qubit gates. Normalize the input data by map-
ping the frequency range to the interval (0, 1).

To enable the neural network to predict the error for
a specific quantum gate, the input vector must include
information about the gate’s position on the chip. This
is achieved using position embedding [38]. For clarity of
explanation, we consider an example chip with an M×N
qubit array and 2MN −M −N couplers, resulting in an
input vector of dimension 3MN −M −N . For position
embedding, we define a one-hot sparse vector pi with the
same dimension as the number of gates (3MN −M −N
in this example). To predict the error ϵi for the i-th
gate, pi is set such that (pi)j = δij . pi is transformed
via a trainable linear layer Wp, yielding a dense vector
ωp = Wppi with dimensions matching the input vector
ωin. The final input to the neural network is constructed
by combining ωp and ωin through addition: ω = ωin+ωp.
This combined vector encodes both the frequency config-
uration and positional information, enabling the network
to output the error ϵi for the target gate. The trainable
position embedding layer is effective for this network as
it processes fixed-dimension inputs without requiring ex-
trapolation.

Fig. 3(a-c) shows the training results. In Fig. 3(a), the
scatter plot of predicted errors versus measured errors
is shown, with ideal data points aligning closely along
the diagonal. Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 3(c) present cumula-
tive frequency distribution plots of the relative and abso-
lute errors between the predicted and measured values.
Fig. 3(d-f) illustrates the test results. As seen in Fig. 3(e)
and Fig. 3(f), the median relative error and absolute er-
ror in the test set are 22.8% and 1 × 10−3, respectively.
These values closely match those in the training set and
fall within the same order of magnitude as the results
from Google’s model. Notably, our test set includes only
500 configurations, significantly fewer than Google’s 6500
configurations.

Frequency Configuration Strategy In a periodic
grid structure (see Fig. 4(a)), when qubits qi and qj ex-
ecute a two-qubit gate, their neighboring qubit qn may

engage in a two-qubit gate with up to three other qubits
or a single-qubit gate, requiring up to four distinct fre-
quency settings. Ideally, an optimized frequency configu-
ration should avoid any crosstalk between parallel quan-
tum gates. However, for an M ×N chip (see Fig. 4(b)),
the number of couplers is 2MN − M − N , with each
two-qubit gate on a coupler having two possible states:
executed or not executed. Consequently, the number
of potential parallel two-qubit gate scenarios can reach
O(2MN ) [41, 42] (see Fig. 4(d)). The crosstalk between
qubits varies with each unique parallel gate scenario, and
considering all possible scenarios results in an overwhelm-
ing number of frequency constraints. Given the exponen-
tial number of parallel scenarios, performing frequency
configuration for all of them is infeasible. Thus, we focus
on one two-qubit gate grouping pattern (see Fig. 4(c)),
dividing the two-qubit gates into four groups. Gates
within each group can operate in parallel, but groups
cannot execute in parallel with one another. This ap-
proach covers all possible two-qubit gates on the chip.

Using a trained neural network, we can estimate the
error rates of all quantum gates based on their frequency
configurations. Building on this, we propose an optimiza-
tion scheme designed to identify the configuration that
minimizes the error predicted by the neural network.

Each quantum gate operates at a designated frequency,
and for an M × N chip, the number of frequency vari-
ables is 3MN − M − N . The control system allows
for a frequency precision of δf , so each frequency can
vary within the range F = {fmin + kδf |k ∈ N, k ⩽
(fmax − fmin)/δf}. This makes the problem scale ex-
ponentially as O(|F |3MN ), limiting us to incrementally
optimize the frequency configuration within a local win-
dow S on the chip.

Starting with a random configuration, we calculate the
error for all quantum gates under this initial setup. Then,
using a maximum optimization window size S, we iterate
through all possible windows. For each window, we cal-
culate the average gate error by summing the errors of all
gates within the window and then optimize the frequen-
cies of the two-qubit and single-qubit gates in the win-
dow with the highest average error. This iterative pro-
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FIG. 5. (a-b) From left to right, the frequencies and errors are shown for the 1st, 2nd, and 40th(last) iterations, respectively.
In each instance, the region S with the highest average error is selected (indicated by a red diamond). (c) The overall average
error decreases progressively with the number of iterations. (d) The average errors of single-qubit and two-qubit gates are
displayed. (e) The average gate error decreases as the radius of S increases.
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FIG. 6. (a) The orange lines show the CDF of single-qubit
gate errors after neural network-based optimization, the red
line represents Google’s optimization, and the green line cor-
responds to a random configuration. The average errors are
0.49%, 0.78%, and 1.02%, respectively. (b) For two-qubit
gates, the orange lines show the CDF after neural network-
based optimization, the red line represents Google’s baseline,
and the green line corresponds to a random configuration.
The average errors are 1.31%, 1.45%, and 23.3%, respectively.

cess continues until a configuration with minimal global
average gate errors is achieved.

Fig. 5 illustrates the iterative optimization process for
frequency configuration. Fig. 5(a) shows the frequency
configurations at the 1st, 2nd, and final (40th) iterations.
In Fig. 5(b), the predicted errors for each configuration
are displayed. For each configuration, we calculate the
average error of all quantum gates within each window S
of radius 2. The window S with the highest average error
is outlined in red and targeted for local optimization in
the next iteration.

As seen in Fig. 5(c-d), the average gate error across
the chip gradually converges to below 10−2. Finally, by

adjusting the radius of S, we observe that larger S values
result in lower converged average errors. However, as S
increases, the optimization process approaches global op-
timization, leading to a significant rise in computational
complexity (see Fig. 5(d)). Selecting an optimal S allows
the gate error to converge to a low level within a feasible
computation time.

Fig. 6 shows the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) of error probabilities measured after applying fre-
quency configuration optimization. Single-qubit gates
were evaluated using RB, while two-qubit gates were
tested with XEB. Baselines include Google’s optimizer-
based frequency allocation framework and a parallel ex-
periment using random configurations. From Fig. 6, our
approach reduces average errors by 37.1% and 52.0% in
the RB experiment, and by 9.7% and 94.4% in the XEB
experiment, compared to Google’s method and random
configuration, respectively, highlighting significant two-
qubit gate optimization.

Frequency configuration for HEA The HEA is the
most commonly used ansatz in VQE. The structure of
this ansatz consists of a layer of single-qubit gates fol-
lowed by a layer of entangling unitary operations UENT

that entangle all of the qubits in the circuit Fig. 7(b).
Typically, these UENT are composed of CNOT gates.
Each time, a maximum set of parallelizable two-qubit
gates is selected.

Therefore, we need to consider the frequency configu-
ration when designing the HEA. For each layer of parallel
CNOT gates, the maximum allowable parallel set permit-
ted by the configuration must be selected.



6

A B C D

E F G H

(a)

q1

q2

q3

q4

q5

q6

q7

q0

Layers

M
ea

su
re

m
en

t

CZ layer
ABCD(EFGH) U(θi)

U
(θ

i)

(b)

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
Interatomic Distance (Å)

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

En
er

gy

Potential Energy Surface
theory
ABCD Rand. Config
ABCD Opt. Config
EFGH Rand. Config
EFGH Opt. Config

(c)

FIG. 7. (a) Two sets of the largest parallelizable CZ gate patterns. Multiple CZ gates within any single ABCD (or EFGH)
pattern can execute in parallel, while gates from different patterns cannot execute simultaneously. (b) In the HEA circuit, each
layer comprises trainable CZ and single-qubit gates arranged in the ABCD(EFGH) patterns, coupling all qubits together. (c)
The ground-state potential energy surface of the H4 molecule was calculated using VQE circuits with the ABCD and EFGH
ansatz patterns.

We optimized the frequency configuration of two-qubit
gates based on the patterns ABCD or EFGH. The HEA
ansatz follows a cyclic, multi-layer sequence: A(E) →
U(θi) → B(F) → U(θi) → C(G) → U(θi) → D(H),
where U(θi) represents the parameterized single-qubit
gate layer.

To verify the effectiveness of the frequency configura-
tion optimization, we optimized the frequencies for two
different patterns and compared the results with random
frequency configurations. We also assessed the difference
in the minimum energy of the ground-state potential en-
ergy surface (PES) from the theoretical line after fre-
quency optimization. From Fig. 7(c), we conclude that,
under the same ansatz, the potential energy surface for
the random frequency configuration is higher than that
of the optimized frequency configuration. This demon-
strates that the HEA designed with frequency-optimized
configuration allows the quantum chip to operate at an
optimal frequency, mitigating the impact of crosstalk on
algorithm fidelity.

Conclusion In this work, we developed a comprehen-
sive strategy to optimize quantum gate frequencies on
a multi-qubit chip, addressing a critical challenge in en-
hancing quantum computing performance. Combining
neural network-guided prediction, frequency configura-
tion, and rigorous benchmarking effectively reduced gate
errors and minimized crosstalk in quantum circuits.

Our frequency configuration method, optimized for
a specific two-qubit activation pattern, enables paral-
lelizable two-qubit gates to execute with significantly
lower error rates compared to unoptimized configura-
tions. Experimental validation through Randomized
Benchmarking (RB) and Cross-Entropy Benchmarking
(XEB) demonstrated that our optimized configurations
achieve the lowest error rates, validating the effectiveness
of our approach. In testing with the Variational Quan-
tum Eigensolver (VQE), circuits using the optimized pat-
tern produced more accurate ground-state energy calcu-
lations for the H4 molecular system. Notably, circuits
with non-optimized configurations exhibited higher error
rates, underscoring the importance of carefully designed
frequency allocations.
Our findings highlight the potential of targeted fre-

quency configuration and error minimization strategies
in quantum computing, demonstrating how these meth-
ods can enable reliable performance improvements while
managing computational complexity. Future research
could extend this approach to larger quantum systems
and explore dynamic frequency adjustments for real-time
applications, further advancing the fidelity and scalabil-
ity of quantum algorithms.
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