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In the era of noisy intermediate-scale quantum computing, it is of crucial importance to verify quantum
processes and extract information. Quantum process tomography is a typical approach, however, both resource-
intensive and vulnerable to state preparation and measurement errors. Here, we propose an error-mitigated
entanglement-assisted quantum process tomography (EM-EAPT) framework to address these limitations. By
leveraging a maximally entangled state to reduce state preparation complexity and integrating error mitigation
techniques, our method significantly enhances robustness against SPAM errors. Experimental validation on
a superconducting processor demonstrates the efficacy of EM-EAPT for two-qubit and three-qubit quantum
processes. Results show more accurate average gate fidelities close to the realistic estimation, achieving 98.1%±
0.03% for a CNOT gate and 88.1% ± 0.04% for a cascaded CNOT process after error mitigation, compared to
non-mitigated implementations. This work advances practical quantum verification tools for NISQ devices,
enabling higher-fidelity characterization of quantum processes under realistic noise conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

As quantum computing steps into the noisy intermediate-
scale quantum (NISQ) era [1–3], we can develop high-
precision and special-purpose quantum computers. Taking
superconducting systems as examples, some representative
quantum computing systems include Google’s “Sycamore”
and “Willow”, USTC’s “Zuchongzhi” series, etc., scaling to
over 100 qubits [4–10]. Hence, it has become a core task to
evaluate whether a quantum computing system has achieved
the target quantum process in a noisy environment. For quan-
tum computers, some verification methods are needed to de-
termine whether quantum computing is correct and accurate.

Quantum process tomography (QPT) is such a verification
method [11, 12]. As shown in Fig. 1, QPT obtains the quan-
tum channel information by inputting a series of probe states
{𝜌𝑖} and measuring the observable values of these outputs
{𝑀 𝑗 }. It has the most complete and abundant quantum pro-
cess information, providing the most comprehensive charac-
terization of a quantum computing system, while, at the same
time, they are inherently with the highest computational com-
plexity. Besides, it is noted that the QPT method is inevitably
influenced by the systematic errors and environmental noises,
since it is a benchmarking tool that needed to be performed on
a quantum system. Moreover, it requires exponential amounts
of quantum state preparation and measurement, where both
parts are unreliable and introduce tremendous errors. Consid-
ering the NISQ feature with environment noises and control
errors, QPT is vulnerable to state preparation and measure-
ment (SPAM) errors [13], therefore, physically feasible only
on the case up to three qubits from the perspective of experi-
ment [14–20]. Hence, it is of great significance to develop a
robust and practical QPT method, facilitating the employment
of QPT on NISQ computing systems.

On the other hand, entanglement-assisted process tomogra-
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FIG. 1. Quantum process tomography consisting of state preparation,
quantum channel, and state measurement, where all components are
influenced by unavoidable errors.

phy (EAPT) [21–24] is an equivalent framework which uti-
lizes the intrinsic relation between QPT and quantum state to-
mography (QST) based on Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism
[25, 26] and imprints complete information about a quantum
process on its output state [27]. Compared to standard QPT,
it consumes double amounts of qubits, generates one unique
maximally entangled state involving two-qubit entangled op-
erations, and introduces extra two-qubit control errors during
state preparation. Thus, the experimental realization is real-
ized on bulk optical platforms up to one-qubit cases [21, 28],
showing its vulnerability towards state preparation errors.

On the current NISQ quantum devices, error mitigation
[29–31] is a crucial area of research aimed at enhancing the
reliability and accuracy of quantum computations without the
need for full error correction [29, 32, 33]. Actually most ap-
plications, e.g., variational quantum algorithms [34], involve
applying short quantum circuits to some simple initial states
for evolution and then estimating the expected values of cer-
tain observables. Although the quantum system undergoes
coherent evolution, the effect of decoherence errors on es-
timating the expected values of observables is still evident.
Therefore, we introduce the zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE)
method, which can significantly improve the accuracy of the
expected values in the presence of noise.

So in this paper, we put forward an error-mitigated
entanglement-assisted process tomography (EM-EAPT). It
borrows the idea from EAPT, which alleviates the exponential
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burden of state generation by fixing the input state as a maxi-
mally entangled state. Meanwhile, we combined the error mit-
igation approaches based on the simplified quantum circuits to
enhance the robustness of SPAM errors. Experimentally, we
demonstrated our method on two-qubit and three-qubit quan-
tum processes on the superconducting quantum system.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduced
the scheme of error-mitigated entanglement-assisted process
tomography. Section III demonstrated our method on a super-
conducting chip focusing on two-qubit and three-qubit quan-
tum processes. We concluded in Sec. IV.

II. ERROR-MITIGATED ENTANGLEMENT-ASSISTED
PROCESS TOMOGRAPHY

EAPT is put forward in Ref. [25, 26]. It imprints
complete information about a quantum process on its out-
put state via Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism. Compared
to standard QPT, which costs 4𝑛 quantum states, {𝜌𝑖} =

{|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |+⟩ , |𝑖⟩}⊗𝑛, as probe states, and corresponding
quantum state tomography for each output state, EAPT is
an equivalent alternative in terms of the total measurements.
Specifically for an 𝑛-qubit quantum process, EAPT needs to
introduce 𝑛 ancillary qubits and construct one 2𝑛-qubit maxi-
mally entangled state

|Φ+
𝑛,𝑛⟩ = (1/

√
𝑑)

𝑑∑︁
𝑗=1

| 𝑗⟩ ⊗ | 𝑗⟩ . (1)

Then, we subject the system space to the channel of E(𝜌),
keeping the ancillary space identity. We can obtain the joint
output density matrix 𝜌out = E ⊗ 𝐼 ( |Φ+

𝑛,𝑛⟩ ⟨Φ+
𝑛,𝑛 |) by per-

forming a full QST. The overall EAPT scheme is illustrated
in the line box of Fig. 2. After an eigen-decomposition, we
have 𝜌out =

∑
𝑘 |𝑎𝑘⟩ ⟨𝑎𝑘 |. Divide |𝑎𝑘⟩ into 𝑛 equal segments,

then, 𝐴𝑘 is the 𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix having the 𝑖-th segment as its 𝑖-th
column. So we get the quantum process Kraus-operator sum
form E(𝜌) = Σ𝑘𝐴𝑘𝑀𝐴

†
𝑘
.

The EAPT method shifts the complexity from state prepa-
ration to measurement, which consumes the same amount of
measurement in total, but only one unique state preparation
circuit. However, it introduces more vulnerable two-qubit
gates and generates the entangled state |Φ+

𝑛,𝑛⟩, thus, naturally
more sensitive to state preparation errors. On the other hand,
since the state preparation process is extremely simplified to
only one maximally entangled state, it is possible to combine
some error mitigation methods to enhance the performance of
the EAPT method.

Therefore, this paper attempts to realize an error-mitigated
EAPT method on superconducting qubits, showing its robust-
ness towards complicated realistic noise conditions.

It can be seen that in the EAPT scheme, the core component
is the state generation circuit 𝑈prep and the state tomography.
Generally for QST, we utilize the maximally likelihood esti-
mation to guarantee a physical quantum state density matrix
(details in the Appendix A). The goal of the optimization is to

maximize the following likelihood function

L(𝑡) = 1
𝑐

∏
𝑖

exp
[
− (⟨𝜓𝑖 | �̂�(𝑡) |𝜓𝑖⟩ − 𝑝𝑖)2

2⟨𝜓𝑖 | �̂�(𝑡) |𝜓𝑖⟩

]
, (2)

where 𝑐 is the normalization factor, �̂�(𝑡) is the optimizing tar-
get, ⟨𝜓𝑖 | �̂�(𝑡) |𝜓𝑖⟩ are the ideal measurement results and 𝑝𝑖 are
the experimental values. Considering the SPAM errors in the
system, 𝑝𝑖 are easily influenced. Thus, we employ the typical
error mitigation method to reduce the errors during entangle-
ment state preparation and readout (REM), as shown in the
dotted box in Fig. 2.
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FIG. 2. Error-mitigated entanglement-assisted quantum process to-
mography with zero-noise extrapolation. It contains the ZNE en-
tanglement state preparation with different scaling factors, quantum
channel, quantum state tomography and readout error mitigation.

The main idea of the zero-noise extrapolation method is to
calculate the expected values of observables under different
noise intensities and then use the linear extrapolation method
to offset the influence of different orders of noise on the cal-
culation of expected values, thereby extrapolating to the ex-
pected value when the noise is limited to zero.

To apply the zero-noise extrapolation method, we need to
artificially scale the noise of the quantum circuit to obtain the
expected values of observables under different noise levels. In
most cases, we cannot directly control the noise of the phys-
ical hardware. Still, we can indirectly increase the noise by
manipulating the circuit while keeping the circuit logic un-
changed. Here, we utilize the typical unitary folding method
to achieve noise scaling.

Unitary folding is implemented by mapping 𝑈prep →(
𝑈prep𝑈

†
prep

)𝑛
𝑈prep on the quantum gate and 𝑛 is the circuit

folding times. Such mappings can be performed globally or
locally. As shown in Figure 2, we utilize the global mapping
that acts on the entire circuit. The new circuit thus generated
has the same evolution effect on the initial state as the origi-
nal circuit. Still, the number of quantum gates is three times
that of the original. Therefore, the noise is equivalent to being
amplified three times the original.

To sum up, we combine the ZNE method with EAPT since
only one state preparation is needed. First, we fold the state
preparation circuit more times to obtain the scaling circuits,
as shown in Fig. 2. Then, for each scaling circuit, we conduct
a full quantum state tomography on the output state, obtain-
ing the measurement values on different basis. Third, we em-
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ploy the linear extrapolation method on the measurement data
of different scaling circuits to get the desired error-mitigated
zero-noise measurement data 𝑝EM

𝑖
. Thus, the maximally like-

lihood estimation target changes to

L(𝑡)EM =
1
𝑐

∏
𝑖

exp

[
−
(⟨𝜓𝑖 | �̂�(𝑡) |𝜓𝑖⟩ − 𝑝EM

𝑖
)2

2⟨𝜓𝑖 | �̂�(𝑡) |𝜓𝑖⟩

]
, (3)

𝑝EM
𝑖 = ZNE

(
𝑝
𝑠1
𝑖
, 𝑝

𝑠2
𝑖
, . . . , 𝑝

𝑠𝑖
𝑖
, . . .

)
. (4)

III. EXPERIMENTAL REALIZATION OF EM-EAPT ON
SUPERCONDUCTING QUBITS

To demonstrate the EM-EAPT method experimentally, we
select 6 coupled qubits from a 2D superconducting quantum
processor (with flux-tunable transmon qubit and flux-tunable
transmon coupler [7, 9, 35]). Among the selected qubits, three
qubits (𝑆1, 𝑆2, and 𝑆3) are used as system qubits to perform
target processes to be analyzed, and the other three qubits (𝐴1,
𝐴2, and 𝐴3) are ancilla qubits to be entangled with the system.
The Rxy gate, CZ gate, and readout fidelities of these elements
are shown in Tab. III. More details about device setting and
parameter calibration are described in Appendix B.

TABLE I. Featured operation error rates of the selected elements.

Qubit S1 S2 S3 A1 A2 A3

Readout error (%) 3.7 5.4 3.5 4.8 2.6 4.3
Rxy gate error (%) 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.16 0.16 0.11

CZ gate CS1A1 CS2A2 CS3A3 CS1S2 CS2S3 -

CZ gate error (%) 1.19 3.32 0.80 2.17 2.21 -

To show the contribution of our method to the development
of quantum computing, here we apply it to research on the
noise of two meaningful target processes:

1. A single CNOT gate, which is a necessary basic build-
ing elements for various quantum algorithms.

2. Cascaded two CNOT gates with a common control
qubit, which is critical for the error syndrome of sur-
face code [36].

Fig. 3(a) and (b) plot the circuits of the above two-qubit and
three-qubit EM-EAPT, respectively. The state preparation cir-
cuit 𝑈prep generates the maximally entangled state |Φ+

𝑛,𝑛⟩,
containing 𝑅𝑦 rotational gates on each qubit and CNOT gates
with Y2M · CZ · Y2P, where

𝑅𝑦 (𝜃) =
[

cos 𝜃
2 − sin 𝜃

2
sin 𝜃

2 cos 𝜃
2

]
,

Y2P = 𝑅𝑦 (
𝜋

2
), Y2M = 𝑅𝑦 (−

𝜋

2
). (5)

As stated in Sec. II, we construct the EAPT circuit, conduct
QST on the output, and rebuild the quantum process. Also,

folding 
   times
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Si+1
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FIG. 3. Experimental device and circuits. (a) Two-qubit EM-EAPT
circuits with CNOT quantum process as target. (b) Three-qubit EM-
EAPT circuits with cascaded CNOTs quantum process as target.

we employ the ZNE method during entanglement state prepa-
ration.

To verify the ZNE results, we evaluate the entanglement
state fidelity F and the final quantum process average fidelity
𝐹avg. For F , we conduct the different scaling circuits, perform
the QST, rebuild the output state density matrix, and calculate
the state fidelity based on the mitigated state

F (𝜌, 𝜎) =
(
Tr
√︃√

𝜌𝜎
√
𝜌

)2
. (6)

We could demonstrate the efficacy of the ZNE error mitiga-
tion method on state preparation. For 𝐹avg, we add the E ⊗ 𝐼

process after the entanglement state generation circuit, em-
ploy the ZNE method to get mitigated output choi state, and
rebuild the quantum process. The average quantum process
fidelity 𝐹avg between the rebuilt U and the real E is given by

𝐹avg (U, E) =
∫

𝑑𝜓
〈
𝜓
��U†E(|𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |)U

��𝜓〉 , (7)

where the integral is taken according to the uniform Haar-
invariant probability measure on state vectors |𝜓⟩. In fact,
the average fidelity of the quantum gate 𝐹avg (U, E) has a rela-
tionship with the diamond norm ∥U−E∥⋄ , which is generally
used to compare different quantum channels. For simplicity,
we utilize the average quantum gate fidelity 𝐹avg to character-
ize the numerical simulation results.
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FIG. 4. Two-qubit EM-EAPT results. (a) Two-qubit entanglement
state fidelity F among S1-S2 (red diamonds) and S2-S3 (blue rect-
angles). (b) Average CNOT quantum process fidelity 𝐹avg with dif-
ferent scaling factor 𝑠 circuits and the linear extrapolation circuits
(green shaded).

Taking two-qubit CNOT gate as the target quantum pro-
cess, we first check the results of ZNE on state preparation.
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Figure 4(a) shows the entanglement state generation fidelities
with different scaling circuits (the horizontal axis scaling fac-
tor 𝑠 corresponds to the folding times 𝑛 with 𝑠 = 2𝑛 + 1),
where F = F (𝜌theory, |Φ𝑖⟩ ⟨Φ𝑖 |), and 𝜌theory = |Φ+

𝑛,𝑛⟩ ⟨Φ+
𝑛,𝑛 |

and |Φ𝑖⟩ is the 𝑖-th generated state as shown in Fig. 3(b). Uti-
lizing the linear extrapolation method, we can see that the en-
tanglement state fidelity has been enhanced from the origi-
nal 95.3% ± 0.5% and 91.8% ± 1.1% to 97.9% ± 0.2% and
95.8% ± 0.2%.

Based on the mitigated entangled state, we consecutively
operate the target quantum process CNOT ⊗ 𝐼 and perform
the full QST on the output. Via the maximal likelihood esti-
mation method (details in Appendix A), we could obtain the
most likely physical density matrix 𝜌out. And through eigen-
decomposition, we arrive at the quantum process’s Kraus op-
erator sum form. We evaluate the average quantum process
fidelity following Eq. (7), and Fig. 4(b) shows the 𝐹avg with
the scaling factor of circuits. Average quantum gate fidelities
are raised to 98.1%±0.03% and 96.8%±0.04%, respectively,
compared to the naive EAPT method.

(b)(a)
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FIG. 5. Three-qubit EM-EAPT results. (a) A typical six-qubit error-
mitigated entanglement state 𝜌exp density matrices compared with
the ideal state 𝜌theory = |Φ+

3,3⟩ ⟨Φ
+
3,3 | (real matrix at left and imag-

inary matrix at right, gray boxes for experimental values and dot-
ted boxes for theory values). (b) Average quantum process fidelity
𝐹avg

(
Cas. CNOTS1S2S3

)
with different scaling factor 𝑠 circuits and

the linear extrapolation circuits (green shaded).

Further, we validate our method on a six-qubit experiment
aiming at a three-qubit cascaded CNOTs process. Figure 5(a)
illustrates the generated error-mitigated six-qubit entangle-
ment state matrix with the state fidelity F = 96.94%, com-
pared to the original circuit with F = 89.3%. And Fig. 5(b)
shows the enhanced average quantum process fidelity from
original EAPT 𝐹avg = 80.6% ± 0.03% to linear extrapolation
𝐹avg = 88.1% ± 0.04%.

Results show that the EM-EAPT method augments the per-
formance of the QPT task, obviously, validating the ZNE ef-
fects of error mitigation.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed an error-mitigated entanglement-
assisted quantum process tomography (EM-EAPT) method
and demonstrated on superconducting qubits, addressing crit-
ical challenges in resource efficiency and noise resilience. By
simplifying the state preparation to a single maximally entan-

gled state, it becomes possible to implement error mitigation
strategies that are difficult to apply in traditional QPT with
exponential state generation circuits. Experimental results on
two-qubit CNOT and three-qubit cascaded CNOT processes
demonstrate fidelity improvements of up to 98.1% and 90%,
respectively, highlighting the effectiveness of the approach.
The framework not only provides a practical tool for charac-
terizing quantum processes in NISQ systems but also opens
avenues for integrating advanced error mitigation strategies
into quantum benchmarking protocols.
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Appendix A: Standard quantum state tomography with
maximally likelihood estimation

Theoretically, we can decompose the rebuilt output state as
the combination of probe states,

E
(
𝜌 𝑗

)
=
∑︁
𝑘

𝜆 𝑗𝑘𝜌𝑘 , (A1)

where the matrix 𝜆 𝑗𝑘 can be determined. Moreover, the quan-
tum process can be expressed as the operator-sum formula

E(𝜌) =
𝑑2−1∑︁
𝑚,𝑛=0

𝜒𝑚𝑛 �̂�𝑚𝜌�̂�
†
𝑛. (A2)

Together with Eq. (A1), we can give the 𝜒 matrix by in-
verting the 𝛽 matrix. Solving the inverse problem of state es-
timation involves in huge computational costs [37, 38]. How-
ever, standard reconstruction techniques typically lead to an
unphysical process matrix because of noise and error. We can
use maximum likelihood estimation to find a physical process
matrix as close as possible to the experimental data.

Any 𝑛-qubit density matrix �̂� can be uniquely represented
as

�̂� =
1
2𝑛

3∑︁
𝑖1 ,𝑖2 , · · · ,𝑖𝑛=0

𝑆𝑖1 ,𝑖2 , · · · ,𝑖𝑛 �̂�𝑖1 ⊗ �̂�𝑖2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ �̂�𝑖𝑛 . (A3)

The �̂�𝑖 matrices are

�̂�0 = 𝐼, �̂�1 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, �̂�2 =

(
0 −𝑖
𝑖 0

)
, �̂�3 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
. (A4)
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The coefficients 𝑆𝑖1 ,𝑖2 , · · · ,𝑖𝑛 are the Stokes parameters, and
normalization requires that 𝑆0,0,...0 = 1, allowing 4𝑛 − 1 real
parameters. Theoretically, the 𝑆𝑖 can be determined by exper-
imental measurement 𝑆𝑖 = Tr {�̂�𝑖 �̂�} ,thus, deriving the state
matrix �̂� as in Eq. A3. However, since the Stokes parame-
ters are calculated based on experimental values, the statisti-
cal fluctuations or drifts often yield nonphysical results, which
means that the density matrix calculated might not be Hermi-
tian, positive, semi-definite, and normalized. To tackle this
problem, we typically utilize the maximum likelihood tomo-
graphic technique for estimating the quantum state, optimiz-
ing a physical density matrix most likely to the measured data.

To guarantee a physical quantum state matrix, we consider
the density matrix that can be written as T†T, which is both
positive semi-definite and Hermitian. Along with the nor-
malization by its trace T†T/Tr(T†T), we obtain a legitimate
physical density matrix 𝜌(𝑡) = T† (t)T(t)/Tr(T† (t)T(t)),
where T(t) follows the invertible form:

T(t) :=

©«

𝑡1 0 0 0 0
𝑡𝑛+1 + 𝑖𝑡𝑛+2 𝑡2 0 0 0
𝑡3𝑛−1 + 𝑖𝑡3𝑛 𝑡𝑛+3 + 𝑖𝑡𝑛+4 𝑡3 0 0

...
... · · · . . . 0

𝑡𝑛2−1 + 𝑖𝑡𝑛2 · · · · · · · · · 𝑡𝑛

ª®®®®®®¬
(A5)

Thus, the optimization problem is reduced to finding the min-
imum of the function in Eq.(2). In practice, we employ the
Python built-in convex optimization package cvxpy to per-
form the minimization process.

Appendix B: Experimental details

1. Device setting

Our experiment is performed on a 2D superconducting
quantum processor, which employs an architecture of flux-
tunable transmon qubits, flux-tunable transmon couplers, and
resonator-based dispersive readout [7, 9, 35]. The schematic
diagram of our processor is shown in Fig. 6.

Among all the elements on the processor, we chose a region
covering 6 qubits for our experimental demonstration, con-
sidering various factors (featured parameter values, operation
fidelity, qubit decoherence, crosstalk strength, chip topology,
etc.), as shown in Fig. 6.

The cryogenic environment of our processor is provided by
a dilution refrigerator. The temperature of the MC plate was
kept around 20 MK during our experiment. The connection
between the processor and our room-temperature electronics
is mediated by attenuators, filters, and amplifiers. The atten-
uators and filters are designed to suppress signal noise while
leaving enough signal power. The Josephson parametric am-
plifier (JPA) at each readout signal output line is used to im-
prove readout SNR, and subsequent high-electron mobility
transistor (HEMT) and room temperature microwave ampli-
fier to enhance signal power.

We use integrated room-temperature signal generation and
acquisition electronics to calibrate this chip. The DC fluxbias

and the flux pulse for each transmon are provided by a single
Z channel. The XY microwave signal for each qubit is gen-
erated by an XY channel, which employs a numerical con-
trolled oscillator (NCO) as LO and a digital mixer for fre-
quency up-conversion, removing the LO leakage and mirror
sideband noises. The multiplexed readout of 6 qubits on a
single readout line is realized by a single pair of RO-IN and
RO-OUT channels.

We also utilize high-level management software to schedule
hardware resources, perform standardized calibrations, man-
age parameters, and execute target algorithms through well-
defined interfaces.

2. Parameters calibration

Here we list the most significant parameters for our exper-
iment. Except for the early-stage elements aliveness check,
several highly dimensional parameter optimization, and final-
stage fine tuning, calibrations, and maintenance for the param-
eters are organized by our automatic calibration framework
QoPilot [39]. More details about our calibration design, their
scheduling, and parameter refreshment are also described in
Ref. [39].

a. Qubit parameters

• Qubit idle frequency. Its value is set by our frequency
allocator, as shown in Tab. B 2.

• Qubit anharmonicity.

• Qubit F01 spectra.

• 𝜋/2 pulse parameters, including pulse length, pulse am-
plitude, and DRAG coefficient [40, 41]. These param-
eters describe 𝜋/2 pulse with cosine envelope, and any
𝜋 pulse is realized by cascaded two 𝜋/2 pulses. Pulse
length is fixed at 40 ns to eliminate leakage error, and
thus our DRAG correction focuses on handling phase
error.

• Qubit Z pulse distortion compensation coefficients [42].
For simplicity, in this experiment we focus on long-
range exponential tailing. The Z pulse nonlinear re-
sponse is also under consideration.

• Qubit decoherence parameters, including T1 idle, T2
idle, T1 spectra, and T2 spectra.

• XEB1Q fidelity [7, 9, 35, 43].

b. Readout parameters

• Readout pulse parameters, including readout frequency,
readout amplitude, and readout length. The readout
power is finely suppressed to avoid AC Stark shift in-
duced simultaneous readout error. Here we simply use
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Qubit Coupler
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resonator

Purcell
filter

System qubit

Ancilla qubit

Coupler

Broken element

FIG. 6. The schematic diagram of the quantum processor. The flux-tunable transmon qubits form a 2D mesh while each pair of the neighboring
qubits are coupled by a flux-tunable transmon coupler. Each of the qubit is coupled with a readout resonator for dispersive readout. The
resonators on the same row shares a common Purcell filter for multiplexed readout. The selected region for our experimental demonstration
are highlighted. The broken couplers, which are flux untunable or induce chip heating, are also marked in the graph.

TABLE II. Featured parameters of the selected elements.

Qubit S1 S2 S3 A1 A2 A3

Idle freq. (GHz) 4.490 4.611 4.577 4.565 4.414 4.393
Anharmonicity (MHz) -245 -247 -250 -257 -248 -248
F01max (GHz) 4.648 4.633 4.678 4.689 4.556 4.477
Qubit freq during readout (GHz) 4.4 idle freq. idle freq. idle freq. idle freq. idle freq.
Readout freq. (GHz) 6.431 6.406 6.435 6.403 6.372 6.346
T1 idle (𝜇s) 39.5 56.6 36.0 45.5 28.4 47.2
T2∗ idle (𝜇s) 4.0 7.1 3.8 4.7 3.7 5.3
T1 avg. (𝜇s) 34.5 33.4 34.3 36.9 33.3 34.7
T2∗ avg. (𝜇s) 4.5 4.3 3.3 4.6 4.1 4

Coupler CS1A1 CS2A2 CS3A3 CS1S2 CS2S3 -

Interaction freq. (GHz) (4.405, 4.660) (4.605, 4.363) (4.570, 4.325) (4.375, 4.600) (4.510, 4.262) -

square integration filter, whose length is identical with
readout pulse.

• Qubit frequency during readout. Its value could be devi-
ated from qubit idle frequency to avoid frequency col-
lision due to AC Stark shift during readout [7, 9], as
shown in Tab. B 2.

• Readout IQ cloud parameters, including 0/1 IQ dis-
crimination level and readout fidelities, based on which
qubit-individual readout error correction [42] has been
applied during parameters calibration and algorithm ex-
ecution.

• JPA control parameters, including pump amplitude,
pump frequency, and fluxbias amplitude.

c. Coupler and CZ parameters

• Coupler turning-off point. The surrounding qubits on
the processor are decoupled from the selected qubits by
turning off the in-between couplers.

• Coupler’s coupling strength function 𝑔(Φ𝑐).

• Adiabatic CZ [44, 45] (ACZ) pulse parameters, in-
cluding qubit detuning frequencies, coupling strength
turned on, pulse length, padding length, etc. Here we fix
pulse length at 40 ns. Interaction frequencies are deter-
mined by our frequency allocator, as shown in Tab. B 2.
The padding length after ACZ pulses is chosen to avoid
the influence of residual short-range qubit Z pulse tail-
ing.

• Dynamic phases of ACZ.

• CZXEB fidelity [7, 9, 35, 43].

d. Signal delay parameters

• QubitXY-QubitZ delay.

• QubitXY-CouplerZ delay.

• Readout acquisition delay.
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