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In order to enable semiconductor-based quantum computing with many qubits, issues like residual
interqubit coupling and constraints from scalable control hardware need to be tackled to retain the
high gate fidelities demonstrated in current single-qubit devices. Here, we focus on two exchange-
coupled singlet-triplet spin qubits, considering realistic control hardware as well as Coulomb and
exchange coupling that cannot be fully turned off. Using measured noise spectra, we optimize
realistic control pulses and show that two-qubit (single-qubit) gate fidelities of 99.90% (≥ 99.69%)
can be reached in GaAs, while 99.99% (≥ 99.95%) can be achieved in Si.

I. INTRODUCTION

Well-controlled qubit arrays with access to a high-
fidelity gate set of single- and two-qubit gates are a
key ingredient for building a quantum computer. Elec-
tron spin qubits in gate-defined quantum dots, which are
among the main contenders for scalable quantum com-
puting, have achieved sufficiently high single-qubit gate
fidelities exceeding 99.9%1,2 using microwave control of
individual spins. In contrast, the best two-qubit gate fi-
delities as well as single-qubit gates in two-qubit devices
have not yet exceeded 98%3–6, still below the threshold
required for fault-tolerant quantum computation. A sim-
ilar trend is seen in superconducting qubits, where gate
fidelities tend to decrease as more qubits are added7–9.
Thus, it seems necessary to treat the implementation
of single- and two-qubit gates simultaneously to address
major challenges like residual interqubit coupling.

An alternative to single-spin qubits, known as singlet-
triplet (S-T0) qubits, uses the ms = 0 states of two elec-
tron spins. This allows all operations to be achieved with
sub-GHz baseband control of exchange interactions10–14,
potentially avoiding hardware challenges when scaling up
by eliminating the need for microwaves. Their single-
qubit operations have already been demonstrated ex-
perimentally in GaAs with 99.5% fidelity15 in close
agreement with theoretical predictions of 99.6% and
99.8%15,16. Two-qubit gates have only been demon-
strated using capacitive (Coulomb) coupling17,18. The
resulting fidelities (70-90%) are much lower than single-
qubit gate fidelities due to the relatively weak Coulomb
coupling. A promising alternative is to use the much
stronger exchange interaction so that two-qubit gates rely
on the same ingredients as single-qubit gates. Hence,
comparable fidelities can be expected.

Early theory works on S-T0 qubits10–14 considered
single- and two-qubit gates, where the interqubit ex-
change coupling can be fully switched off. More recent
work also includes residual interqubit coupling19,20. All
of these are based on simplified models well suited for
conceptual insight. They consider either Coulomb or ex-
change coupling but not both at the same time. For a
significantly higher level of realism, we now include both

coupling mechanisms and other experimentally relevant
effects simultaneously. We develop experimentally real-
istic pulse sequences for single-qubit gates and a CNOT
gate, accounting for residual interqubit couplings. Their
average gate fidelities range from 99.69% to 99.90% in
GaAs and from 99.95% to 99.99% in Si devices (with
vanishing magnetic field noise). With 99.90% in GaAs
and 99.99% in Si, the CNOT fidelity is one to two orders
of magnitude better than any experimental result on spin
qubits to date. We investigate how these fidelities scale
with the noise strengths and manipulation time, and find
straightforward scaling laws for adapting our results to
different device parameters.
We incorporate all effects relevant to a realistic setting

in a way that has been shown to predict achievable gate
infidelities within a factor two for single-qubit gates15.
Our model includes interqubit Coulomb coupling, the fi-
nite dynamic range of interqubit exchange coupling, elec-
tric and magnetic noise with realistic noise spectra, finite
pulse rise times and other hardware constraints. We use
a simulation-based approach, constraining our numerical
search for pulse sequences only to the extent imposed
by hardware limitations. Since this method can be ex-
pected to yield the best possible fidelities for the model
at hand, we expect that such a comprehensive treatment
is of high value for predicting the performance of specific
quantum-computing platforms. Because our results are
directly applicable to current experiments, they provide
a complete recipe for high-fidelity control of S-T0 qubits.

II. QUBIT MODEL

We consider two qubits encoded in four linearly ad-
jacent quantum dots in a semiconductor heterostructure
(see Fig. 1 (a)). During qubit manipulation, each double
dot is tuned in the (1, 1) charge state, where (n,m) rep-
resents the number of electrons in dots 1 and 2 or dots 3
and 4. Metal top gates control the exchange interaction
Jij between two adjacent dots (i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, j = i + 1)
by either changing the detuning voltage ǫij (affecting the
energy difference between dots i and j)21,22 or by di-
rect control of the tunnel barrier23,24. We focus on the
widely used detuning since it provides a good on-to-off

http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.00851v2


2

ratio of the exchange coupling and the effect of noise
is better understood. Adapting our approach to barrier
control could yield even higher fidelities due to the ob-
served larger number of coherent oscillations24.
The computational subspace is spanned by the ms = 0

singlet and triplet states of the double dots 1, 2 and
3, 4. We use the basis |00〉 = |↑↓↑↓〉, |01〉 = |↑↓↓↑〉,
|10〉 = |↓↑↑↓〉, and |11〉 = |↓↑↓↑〉. Two other ms = 0
states, |↓↓↑↑〉 and |↑↑↓↓〉, are dynamically accessible via
the intermediate exchange J23. Any occupation of these
leakage states after a gate must be carefully avoided.
Leakage into other spin states has been experimentally
shown to be small (∼ 1× 10−315) due to the Zeeman
splitting from an externally applied magnetic field of
500mT.
Furthermore, each spin experiences a different constant

magnetic field Bi typically realized with micromagnets25,
gate-voltage-tuning of the electron g-factor26 or via dy-
namic nuclear polarization (DNP)27. The complete
Hamiltonian describing the four spins in terms of the
mean magnetic field BG = 1

4

∑4
i=1 Bi and the aver-

age magnetic field gradients across two adjacent dots,
bij = Bj −Bi is given by

H =
3

∑

i=1

Ji,i+1

4
σ

(i) · σ(i+1) +
1

2
BG

4
∑

i=1

σ(i)
z

+
b12
8
[−3σ(1)

z + σ(2)
z + σ(3)

z + σ(4)
z ]

+
b23
4
[−σ(1)

z − σ(2)
z + σ(3)

z + σ(4)
z ]

+
b34
8
[−σ(1)

z − σ(2)
z − σ(3)

z + 3σ(4)
z ], (1)

where σ(i) acts on the spin in quantum dot i and all
prefactors have units of angular frequency (~ = 1 in the
Schrödinger equation). We also include capacitive cou-
pling between the qubits by adding the empirical model

Hc = Ec
∂J12
∂ǫ12

∂J34
∂ǫ34

(I − σz)⊗ (I − σz)/4 (2)

written in the (|T0〉 , |S〉)
⊗2 basis17,19. This model re-

flects the notion that the two-qubit phase acquired by
|SS〉 is proportional to the detuning-dependent admix-
ture of (0, 2) charge states in the two hybridized |S〉
states, which according to first order perturbation the-
ory is given by ∂J/∂ǫ for each qubit. The prefactor Ec is
the charge coupling energy corresponding to a full tran-
sition from (1, 1) to (0, 2) in each double dot.

III. CONTROL MODEL

For constant bij 6= 0, any target unitary operation Ut in
the computational subspace can be generated by manip-
ulating ǫij and thus Jij as a function of time. However,
a straightforward implementation of Ut is complicated
by the nonlinear and imperfectly known relation Jij(ǫij),

0

2

4

0

2

0 10 20 30 40
0

2

4

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

10
-6

10
-4

10
-2

10
0

0

4

8

0 5 10 15
0

4

8

J
12

J
23

J
341 2 3 4

b
12

b
23

b
34

(d)

(c)

(b)

(a)

FIG. 1. (color online) (a) Quadruple quantum dot configu-
ration forming two S-T0 qubits with the local exchange in-
teractions J12 and J34, non-local exchange J23, and magnetic
field gradients bij . (b) CNOT pulse Jij(t) with b12 = −b34 =
1 ns−1 and b23 = 7 ns−1. Blue traces show the sample val-
ues to be programmed to the AWG with 1 ns resolution. Red
traces are convoluted with a measured impulse response, as
seen by the qubit. The pulse was optimized for GaAs with
Ec = 0 and has a fidelity of 99.90 % (see Tab. II). (c) Infidelity
contributions of the CNOT gate as a function of the AWG’s
sample rate for α = 0.7. We assume the AWG’s rise time
scales with the sample rate. The circles (triangles) represent
results obtained for α = 0 (0.7) in Si and GaAs, while the
dotted lines show the expected scaling. (d) Xπ/2⊗ I pulse for
compensating residual coupling optimized for Ec = 350 µeV
and J23 = 0.005 ns−1 with F = 99.69 % in GaAs.

noise on the qubit control parameters ǫij and bij , experi-
mental constraints, and residual interqubit coupling. We
incorporate these effects as follows when searching for
pulse sequences ǫij(t) that realize a given target unitary
Ut.

In experiments, ǫij(t) is typically controlled by
baseband pulses from arbitrary waveform generators
(AWGs). Our model includes constraints introduced by
the AWG, like bounds, ǫmin ≤ ǫij(t) ≤ ǫmax, and a
fixed sample rate fs. Fixing the sample rate results in
a piece-wise constant time trace ǫij,k with time index
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k = 1 . . .Nseg, where the number of segments Nseg is re-
lated to the total gate time T = Nseg/fs. Furthermore,
we consider the AWG’s limited bandwidth which leads
to a smooth time trace ǫij(t). We obtain ǫij(t) by convo-
luting ǫij,k with the impulse response of a typical experi-
mental setup as discussed in Appendix A. We fix the last
4 samples of each pulse at ǫmin to ensure that transients
settle nearly completely and do not lead to significant er-
rors in subsequent quantum operations. The phenomeno-
logical relation for tilt-control Jij(ǫij) = J0 exp (ǫij/ǫ0)
allows us to obtain Jij(t) using ǫ0 and J0 given in Tab. I.
Our model also includes decoherence from ǫij noise, mod-
elled via a full noise spectrum. Furthermore, we consider
quasistatic bij noise, which fluctuates on much slower
time scales than the nanosecond gate times28,29.

IV. NUMERICS AND OPTIMIZATION

We now outline how we determine ǫij,k to generate Ut

with high fidelity. For given Jij(t) and bij , we approxi-
mate the time-dependent Hamiltonian as piece-wise con-
stant, with time steps chosen sufficiently small to cause
negligible errors. We compute the matrix exponential of
the 6-dimensionalms = 0 subspace by direct diagonaliza-
tion in each time step and obtain the full unitary operator
Uf from t = 0 to T as a function of ǫij,k and bij . We de-
fine Vc as the truncation of Uf into the four-dimensional
computational subspace to compute coherent leakage Lc

as the distance from unitarity, Lc = 1− tr(V †
c Vc)/4. We

also map Vc to the closest unitary Uc
30 in the computa-

tional subspace with the same global phase as Ut. This
ensures that the distance from Ut, ∆ = Ut − Uc is inde-
pendent of the dynamics in the leakage subspace and the
global phase.
To evaluate the separate effects of the slow noise con-

tributions, we average over a discrete Gaussian distribu-
tion of bij (ǫij) with standard deviation σb (σǫ), and ob-
tain the quantum process Eb (Es) by computing the uni-
tary generated by the Hamiltonian for each noise offset.
During gate optimization, we include fast charge noise
fluctuations with a white noise spectrum Sǫ(f) = S0

to obtain the process Ef in a computationally efficient
manner from a Lindblad equation and a Markov approx-
imation. We quantify the decoherence from each noise
source by Ib = 1 − F(Uc, Eb), Is = 1 − F(Uc, Es) and
If = 1−F(Uc, Ef), using the average gate fidelity F31.
To find parameters ǫij,k and bij such that Uc

implements Ut with minimal decoherence and leak-
age, we solve the nonlinear optimization prob-
lem minǫij,k |∆, Ib, Is, If ,Lc|

2 with the Levenberg-
Marquardt algorithm (LMA). To speed up the algo-
rithm’s convergence, we use analytic derivatives of Uc

and Ef to efficiently derive all terms in the minimization
problem with respect to ǫij,k, as discussed in greater de-
tail in Appendix B. The chance to find or approach the
best fidelity for our model is improved by starting the
optimization from many random seeds. Accurate control

GaAs Si GaAs Si

σǫ (µV)
22

8 8 σb (mT) 0.3 0

ǫ0 (mV)
22

0.272 0.272 J0 (ns−1) 1 0.1

ǫmin −5.4ǫ0 −5.4ǫ0 ǫmax 2.4ǫ0 2.4ǫ0

fs (GS/s) 1 0.1 BG (mT)
39

500 500

TABLE I. Experimental parameters for GaAs and Si. Units of
inverse seconds denote angular frequencies. For slower gates
in Si we scale the impulse response by a factor 10 in time,
leading to fs and J0 given here.

of bij is often not available in experiments, so we fix bij
at a few experimentally feasible values and only optimize
ǫij,k. Further information on numerical pulse optimiza-
tion can be found in Appendix B and Refs. 32–34.

After the optimization, more accurate infidelities and
leakages are calculated by computing unitaries for a large
number of noise realizations, including auto-correlated
charge noise with spectra Sǫ,α(f) ∝ 1/fα. Additional to
coherent leakage, we also compute the total leakage L by
averaging Lc over the noise realizations, and define the
incoherent leakage Li = L− Lc.

V. PARAMETER VALUES

We choose the experimental parameters given in Tab. I
for our optimization, and then generalize our findings to
different gate durations and noise strengths as given in
Fig. 1 (c) and Fig. 10 . Since charge noise spectra in Si
differ greatly between devices1,35–37, we choose GaAs pa-
rameters, which are on the low end of what has been
measured in Si. The high-frequency spectrum follows
Sǫ,α(f) ∝ 1/fα with α = 0.722. While the charge
noise spectrum has not been measured above a few MHz
in GaAs or Si, higher frequency regimes are still im-
portant to the gate dynamics. Therefore, we extrap-
olate the spectra with a cautiously optimistic scenario
(α = 0.7) and a pessimistic scenario (α = 0, i.e. white
noise). We match each extrapolated spectrum to S0 =
4× 10−20V2/Hz at 1MHz22. For quasistatic charge and
hyperfine noise we use the parameters given in Tab. I,
assuming σb = 0 as a best case for Si. In GaAs, typ-
ical experiments work with bij from 0.1 ns−1 to 7 ns−1

using DNP18. In Si, gate voltage tuning of the elec-
tron g-factor26 or micromagnets25 do not always allow for
large gradients. Thus, we use values between 0.01ns−1

and 0.7 ns−1. Leakage can be suppressed by ensuring
b23 ≫ J23, making spin exchange across dots 2 and 3
energetically costly11. For interqubit capacitive coupling
we consider two extreme cases, Ec = 0 and Ec = 350µeV.
The latter is estimated from a typical charge stability di-
agram as the distance of the triple points belonging to
the (1, 0)− (2, 1) transition38.
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VI. TWO-QUBIT GATES

We now use our optimization strategy to search for a
CNOT gate. The LMA finds solutions with high prob-
ability for Nseg ≥ 30, typically within 104 iterations,
given our objective function and constraints. We calcu-
late the gate fidelities post-optimization using the noise
profiles described above, and show a representative pulse
sequence in Fig. 1 (b), with Nseg = 50 and Ec = 0.
The pulse duration is 50 ns and the field gradients are
b12 = −b34 = 1ns−1 and b23 = 7ns−1. A large b23 was
chosen to suppress leakage. This pulse exhibits a fidelity
of 99.90% for α = 0.7 and small leakage, L = 1.9× 10−5,
while unitary errors are negligible by design of the objec-
tive function. We list the different infidelity contribu-
tions for various parameter sets in Tab. II. The first two
columns show that for α = 0 the fast charge noise (If)
contribution is dominant due to the higher noise level
above 1MHz, while for α = 0.7 slow charge noise (Is) is
dominant. In both cases, the infidelity is not limited
by hyperfine noise (Ib). We assess the gate’s perfor-
mance for different noise strengths in Fig. 10 and find
that the infidelity contributions scale quadratically over
a wide range of σbi

, σǫij and
√

Sǫij ,0.7. However, as we
discuss further in Appendix C a fourth order term be-
comes dominant for large noise strengths, indicating par-
tial dynamical decoupling from slow noise. We speculate
that the quadratic contributions could be reduced by im-
proving the dynamical decoupling. For b23 ≫ J23, noise
on b23 has a far lesser effect on the gate’s performance
than intraqubit gradient noise, indicating that one need
not stabilize b23 in GaAs. When we repeat the CNOT
optimization for Ec = 350µeV we find similar results
(99.92% for α = 0.7), suggesting that undesired capaci-
tive coupling can be compensated by appropriate pulses.
Thus we only consider Ec = 0 for the further analysis of
the GaAs CNOT gate.

To investigate the optimal gate speed, Fig. 1 (c) shows
the scaling of the noise contributions with the AWG’s
sample rate fs for α = 0.7 obtained without reoptimiza-
tion. We only adjust the time and energy scales while
keeping all noise strengths fixed. Thus, they serve as a
lower bound for the achievable fidelities. In the presence
of only hyperfine noise (yellow curve), faster gates are
advantageous. The infidelity from hyperfine noise scales
with f4

s for lower and f2
s for higher fidelities, consistent

with the dependence on the noise strength. The infidelity
from slow charge noise is indifferent to the gate speed, re-
lated to the fact that the number of coherent exchange
oscillations is constant with respect to the detuning22.
For pink noise we find If ∝ f1−α

s , which is consistent
with T2(ǫ) ∝ (dJ/dǫ)−2 for white noise. The blue curve
combines all noise contributions for α = 0.7. It indi-
cates that even though the optimization was performed
for α = 0, the original sample rate fs = 1GS/s is nearly
optimal.

Isotopically purified Si devices may prefer slower gate
speeds because the lower magnetic field noise would lower

GaAs (T = 50 ns) Si (T = 500 ns)

α = 0 α = 0.7 α = 0 α = 0.7

Is 4.9 × 10−4 5.0 × 10−4 4.7 × 10−5 4.9 × 10−5

If 1.6 × 10−3 6.3 × 10−5 2.4 × 10−4 4.9 × 10−5

Ib 1.7 × 10−4 1.7 × 10−4 0 0

I 2.4 × 10−3 9.8 × 10−4 3.1 × 10−4 1.1 × 10−4

Li 1.1 × 10−4 1.3 × 10−6 6.4 × 10−5 2.9 × 10−6

Lc 1.8 × 10−5 1.8 × 10−5 1.0 × 10−5 1.0 × 10−5

L 1.3 × 10−4 1.9 × 10−5 7.5 × 10−5 1.3 × 10−5

TABLE II. Analysis of the CNOT gate for GaAs and Si pa-
rameters, with Ec = 0 and 350 µeV, respectively. The ta-
ble lists the infidelity and leakage contributions as defined in
the text for two spectral noise densities Sǫ,α(f) ∝ 1/fα with
Sǫ,α(1 MHz) = 4 × 10−20 V2/Hz (calculated using 1000 noise
realizations).

the yellow curve in Fig. 1 (c). Since slower control allows
for lower field gradients, we use b12 = −b34 = 0.1 ns−1

and b23 = 0.7 ns−1. The analysis of the optimized 500ns
long gate is shown in the last two columns of Tab. II for
Ec = 350µeV. Its higher resilience to quasistatic charge
noise indicates more effective dynamical decoupling. The
total infidelity is about a factor 10 lower than in GaAs,
reaching 99.99% for α = 0.7. If S0 stays fixed at 1MHz,
we expect a further improvement for α = 1, which was
observed in Si for lower frequencies up to 320kHz1.

VII. SINGLE-QUBIT GATES

For closely spaced singlet-triplet qubits, residual in-
terqubit exchange and capacitive coupling can compli-
cate the parallel execution of single qubit gates. Thus,
we optimize generators of the single-qubit Clifford group,
Ut = Xπ/2 ⊗ I and Ut = Yπ/2 ⊗ I choosing Nseg = 20 (as

Ref. 16). We find similar fidelities for both gates and thus
only discuss the results for Xπ/2⊗I here. The results for
Yπ/2⊗I are presented in Appendix C. Since the exponen-
tial model for the exchange interaction has not been val-
idated at small detuning, we do not expect such a model
to capture the effects of residual interqubit exchange well
when ǫ23 is at its minimum. Indeed, our measurements
at the qubit’s minimum detuning discussed in Appendix
A find a much larger residual exchange than predicted
by the exponential model, Jij(ǫij) ≥ 0.005ns−1.

For the optimization, we keep J23 ≤ 0.005ns−1 con-
stant, leading to negligible leakage L ≤ 3× 10−7. With-
out capacitive coupling and residual J23, we find a sim-
ilar fidelity for GaAs (Si) parameters as for the CNOT
gate, specifically 99.93% (99.99%) for α = 0.7. Large
capacitive coupling of Ec = 350µeV adds a systematic
error of ∼ 0.4% to the infidelity. The error due to resid-
ual exchange scales quadratically with J23, and reaches
∼ 10−3% for J23 = 0.005ns−1. By including resid-
ual coupling in the model for the optimization, we re-
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cover a fidelity of 99.69% (99.95% for Si) as presented
in Tab. III. The resulting Xπ/2 ⊗ I pulse is shown in
Fig. 1 (d). It exhibits a non-idling identity by pulsing
J34 to suppress noise via dynamical decoupling. The ca-
pacitive effects are compensated by keeping the product
of J12 and J34 low since the exponential model for Jij
implies

∂Jij

∂ǫij
∝ Jij and thus Hc ∝ J12J34. This explains

the pulses’ interleaving nature.

VIII. IMPLICATIONS

Our work shows that if exchange coupling is used to
mediate two-qubit gates, interqubit Coulomb coupling
must be considered but presents no major obstacle for
high-fidelity control of spin-qubit arrays. Using param-
eters of current GaAs (Si) devices, single-qubit gate fi-
delities of at least 99.69% (99.95%) and two-qubit gate
fidelities of 99.90% (99.99%) are attainable. We find
scaling laws to extrapolate these fidelities to different
gate durations and noise strengths, which is useful to as-
sess different material systems and gains from improving
noise levels. However, to obtain the best fidelity, detailed
knowledge of the high-frequency charge noise spectrum
is beneficial.

Our approach can be extended to assess larger struc-
tures, scalable control hardware, and to determine the
implication of qubit inhomogeneities on gate fidelities.
Furthermore, it should be possible to implement our
pulses experimentally using in-situ tune-up procedures40

to remove errors due to systematic inaccuracies in the
model. Thus, our results are a strong indication that
even in GaAs, which is attractive for optical coupling41,
S-T0 qubits can provide a complete high-fidelity gate set
for universal quantum computation.
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Appendix A: Model

1. Pulse shaping

In any experimental setup, qubit control pulses are af-
fected by finite rise times, ringing of the control hard-
ware, and dispersion in the cables connecting the qubit.
To account for these pulse distortions, we convolute ideal
piece-wise constant pulses ǫij,k with the measured im-
pulse response of a typical experimental setup.
Specifically, we used a Tektronix 5014C AWG in the

amplified output mode to generate a square pulse with a
rise time of ≈ 1 ns. This pulse is sent through 150 cm of
low-loss coaxial cable at room temperature, and a cryo-
genic coaxial cable assembly consisting of 95 cm UT85
SS-BeCu cable, 47 cm UT85 NbTi-NbTi cable, and 28 cm
UT85 Cu cable. The cryogenic wiring also includes three
attenuator stages with a total of 33 dB specified attenu-
ation. This yields the measured square pulse shown in
Fig. 2 whose time-derivative is then used as a convolution
kernel for ǫij,k at each iteration of the optimization.

2. Residual exchange interaction

In order to extract the residual exchange Jmin in the
low-detuning regime, we employ the following measure-
ment scheme on a GaAs double quantum dot (DQD) de-
vice identical to the second sample used by Cerfontaine
et al.

15 . Our method is based on extracting the oscil-
lation frequencies of multiple free induction decay (FID)
curves for a range of randomly fluctuating b values. By
observing oscillations where b is close to zero, we can give
an upper bound on Jmin since the oscillation frequency
is
√

b2 + J2
min.

We first initialize a singlet and quickly pulse deep into
the (1,1) charge state for a variable time τ , then read
out the final state in the S-T0 basis. Deep in (1,1) the
residual exchange Jmin is very small compared to most
of the random values of b but still greater than zero.
After repeating the measurement for different evolution

0 10 20 30 40 50
0

5

10

15

FIG. 2. Distorted square pulse measured by sending a 600 mV
peak-to-peak square pulse across high-frequency coaxial ca-
bles and 33 dB attenuation to the qubit sample holder at room
temperature.
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times τ , we can thus extract the oscillation frequency
ω =

√

J2
min + b2 by fitting A cos(ωτ + φ).

Since these frequencies are almost always dominated
by b, we increase the chances of extracting an FID curve
with low b by using standard dynamic nuclear polar-
ization based on appropriately calibrated S-T+ Landau-
Zener sweeps27. We switch between S → T+ and T+ → S
pumping (which either increase or decrease the average b
across the DQD) in order to tune the b field through
a zero-crossing. The lowest frequency we observe is
ω = 0.009ns−1. Since the amplitude of this oscillation is
still more than half of the maximum amplitude observed
for higher b, we can infer that b is still larger than Jmin.
Thus, we extract 0.005ns−1 as an upper bound for Jmin.

3. Capacitive coupling

We use a phenomenological model for the capacitive cou-
pling Hamiltonian as given by Eq. 2 since this allows us to
include the experimentally observed exponential relation
for Jij(ǫij). So far, no analytic model has been able to
explain this exponential dependence over the full range of
Jij(ǫij). In addition to being experimentally verified, us-
ing the phenomenological model allows cross checks with
the experiment by Shulman et al.

17 . The phenomeno-
logical model becomes invalid when J23 is comparable to
J12 and J34. When this is the case, interqubit tunnel-
ing becomes large and other charge configurations not
present in the experiment of Shulman et al.

17 alter the
electrostatic coupling.
For the single-qubit gates, J23 is always at its minimum

value, however it becomes large for short time intervals of
the CNOT gate. While the phenomenological model may
not be very accurate for the CNOT gate, we expect that
it is adequate for assessing the size of systematic errors
due to capacitive coupling, which we find to be on the
order of 0.4% (see Appendix C). Since in-situ calibra-
tion routines15,16,40 have shown to remove single-qubit
gate errors as large as 10%, we expect that errors in the
capacitive coupling model can be similarly suppressed,
even if the model does not capture the effect with a high
accuracy.

Appendix B: Gate optimization

1. Convergence towards global minimum

Since a single iteration of the Levenberg-Marquardt al-
gorithm is not guaranteed to find a global minimum, we
start the optimization from many different seeds. To as-
sess to what extent this search is exhaustive, we bin the
final optimized infidelities found for different initial ran-
dom seeds for the CNOT gate presented in the main text
(using GaAs parameters, Ec = 0 and α = 0). The result-
ing histogram is shown in Fig. 3 . The sharp reduction
in counts for gate fidelities above 99.7% suggests that

FIG. 3. Histogram of the final optimized infidelities found for
different initial random seeds for the CNOT gate presented in
the main text (using GaAs parameters, Ec = 0 and α = 0).
The colored lines represent 0.1 %, 1 % and 10 % quantiles. The
infidelity shown here includes all infidelities due to noise but
no leakage.

only small improvements can be expected when increas-
ing the number of seeds, which should eventually lead to
an exhaustive search.
We have also searched for shorter gates with Nseg = 30

segments and a gate time of T = 30ns. As expected the
reduction in free parameters leads to faster convergence
but lower fidelities of 99.6%.

2. Markov approximation

In the gate optimization we use a master equation ap-
proach combined with a Markov approximation to com-
pute the infidelity due to fast uncorrelated charge noise
in a computationally efficient manner.
Following Havel 42 , we start with the following Lind-

blad equation for a time-dependent density matrix ρ =
ρ(t) with the Lindbladian L, the time-independent Lind-
blad operators Lk, and Hamiltonian H :

˙ρ(t) =L(ρ)

=i[ρ,H ] +

K
∑

k=0

(

LkρL
†
k −

1

2
L†
kLkρ−

1

2
ρL†

kLk

)

.

This equation can also be written using superoperators
acting on a vectorized density matrix ~ρ(t):

~ρ(t) = exp [(−iH+ G)t] ~ρ(0),

H = I ⊗H −H⋆ ⊗ I,

G =

K
∑

k=0

D(Lk),

D(L) = L⋆ ⊗ L−
1

2
I ⊗ (L†L)−

1

2
(L⋆†L⋆)⊗ I.

We use a Markov approximation and by summing over
nearest neighbors we obtain the Lindblad equation given
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by Wardrop and Doherty 11

G =
∑

〈i,j〉

Sij

∣

∣

∣

∣

dJij
dǫij

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

D(σi · σj),

where Sij , defined by 〈ǫij(t)ǫij(t+∆t)〉 = Sijδ(∆t), is the

charge noise spectral density and
dJij

dǫij
is the sensitivity of

the exchange interaction to charge noise. One can then
use standard formulas31 to calculate the infidelity due to
exp [(−iH+ G)t].

3. Analytic derivatives

To speed up the optimization significantly, we use ana-
lytic derivatives of Uc and Ef to efficiently differentiate all
terms in the minimization problem from the main text
with respect to ǫij,k. In this section we first describe
how we calculate derivatives of unitary operators. This
approach can also be generalized to the master equation
used for calculating the effect of high-frequency charge
noise.
We take an approach similar to Khaneja et al.

32 and
consider a time-independent Hc with evolution time τ .
However, instead of their approximation for small τ in
Eq. 11 of Ref.32, we base our derivative calculation on
a first-order Magnus expansion of the unitary operator
followed by analytic integration. We start by adding a
small time-independent perturbation Hv(α) as a func-
tion of some time-independent parameter α to a time-
independent Hamiltonian

H = Hc +Hv(α).

The total unitary after a time t can be written as

U(t, α) = Uc(t)Ũv(t, α),

where Uc(t) describes the time evolution due to Hc.

Ũv(t, α) solves the Schrödinger equation

i
dŨv(t, α)

dt
= H̃v(t, α)Ũv(t, α),

with ~ = 1 and the interaction picture Hamiltonian

H̃v(t, α) = U †
c (t)Hv(α)Uc(t).

Since Hv(α) is just an infinitesimally small perturbation

with respect to Hc, we express Ũv(t) using first order
Magnus expansion. If Hv(α) = αM , we can calculate
dU(τ, α)/dα using the chain rule.
To extend this approach to a time-dependent Hc(t) we

follow Khaneja et al.
32 and approximate Hc(t) as piece-

wise constant with n segments. We can then calculate
the derivative with respect to α(k) for each discrete time
step k. To obtain the derivative of the full unitary we

GaAs (T = 20 ns) Si (T = 200 ns)

α = 0 α = 0.7 α = 0 α = 0.7

Is 1.5 × 10−3 1.5 × 10−3 4.4 × 10−4 4.6 × 10−4

If 2.0 × 10−3 6.0 × 10−5 4.2 × 10−4 6.0 × 10−5

Ib 1.5 × 10−3 1.5 × 10−3 0 0

I 5.1 × 10−3 3.1 × 10−3 8.5 × 10−4 5.2 × 10−4

Li 2.3 × 10−8 2.0 × 10−9 3.2 × 10−8 3.2 × 10−9

Lc 1.1 × 10−7 1.1 × 10−7 2.7 × 10−7 2.7 × 10−7

L 1.3 × 10−7 1.1 × 10−7 3.0 × 10−7 2.7 × 10−7

TABLE III. Analysis of the residual coupling compensating
Xπ/2 ⊗ I gates for J23 = 0.005 ns−1 and large capacitive cou-
pling Ec = 350 µeV. Other parameters are the same as in
Tab. II in the main text. The total fidelities calculated with
all noise sources applied simultaneously are 99.49 %, 99.69 %,
99.91 % and 99.95 % (from left to right). Leakage is much
smaller than for the CNOT gate since J23 = 0.005 ns−1 is
almost turned off.

utilize the fact that the total control unitary is a product
of shorter control gates at time step k,

Uc(τ) =
1
∏

j=n

U (k)
c .

We then obtain the derivative of the full unitary with
respect to α(k),

dUc(τ)

dα(k)
= U

(k)
future

∂U
(k)
c

∂α(k)
U

(k)
past,

where U
(k)
past =

∏1
j=k−1 U

(j)
c and U

(k)
future =

∏k+1
j=n U

(j)
c .

When using the Hamiltonian from Eq. 1 as the control
Hamiltonian Hc, the derivatives are computed by replac-
ing α(k) by Jij,k. This also requires a differentM for each
Jij,k, which can be directly extracted from Eq. 1. For
Jij,k this directly yields the derivatives dUc(τ)/dJij,k. In
order to obtain analytic derivatives of the components of
the minimization problem from the main text, we employ
the chain rule.

Appendix C: Gate analysis

In this section, we show additional data and analysis on
the single- and two-qubit gates, calculated using 1000
Monte Carlo time traces with ≈ 3% relative error. Due
to statistical fluctuations and interaction effects, the sep-
arately calculated total infidelity I is not exactly equal
to the sum of the different infidelity contributions. To
estimate the infidelity from fast charge noise, we always
use frequency cutoffs at 1/T and 100GHz.

1. Single-qubit gates

We show a complete analysis of the fidelity and leakage
contributions of the Xπ/2 ⊗ I gate from the main text in
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FIG. 4. Residual coupling compensating Yπ/2 ⊗ I pulse se-

quence optimized for Ec = 350 µeV and J23 = 0.005 ns−1 with
99.82 % fidelity in GaAs.

GaAs (J23 = 0, Ec = 0) GaAs (J23 > 0, Ec > 0)

α = 0 α = 0.7 α = 0 α = 0.7

Is 3.5 × 10−4 3.5 × 10−4 9.6 × 10−4 9.7 × 10−4

If 1.7 × 10−3 5.6 × 10−5 2.0 × 10−3 6.2 × 10−5

Ib 1.4 × 10−4 1.4 × 10−4 6.8 × 10−4 7.1 × 10−4

I 2.2 × 10−3 5.7 × 10−4 3.8 × 10−3 1.8 × 10−3

Li 0 0 3.4 × 10−8 1.3 × 10−9

Lc 0 0 1.8 × 10−7 1.8 × 10−7

L 0 0 2.2 × 10−7 1.9 × 10−7

TABLE IV. Analysis of a Yπ/2 ⊗ I gate. For the first two
columns, J23 = 0 and Ec = 0 were used in the optimiza-
tion, while J23 = 0.005 ns−1 and Ec = 350 µeV were used in
the last two columns. Other parameters are the same as in
the main text. The total fidelities calculated with all noise
sources applied simultaneously are 99.78 %, 99.94 %, 99.62 %
and 99.82 % (from left to right).

GaAs (T = 20 ns) Si (T = 200 ns)

α = 0 α = 0.7 α = 0 α = 0.7

Is 5.0 × 10−4 5.1 × 10−4 4.6 × 10−5 6.0 × 10−5

If 1.9 × 10−3 5.7 × 10−5 2.6 × 10−4 4.6 × 10−5

Ib 1.2 × 10−4 1.2 × 10−4 0 0

I 2.6 × 10−3 7.1 × 10−4 3.1 × 10−4 1.1 × 10−4

Li 0 0 0 0

Lc 0 0 0 0

L 0 0 0 0

TABLE V. Analysis of a Xπ/2 ⊗ I gate for J23 = 0 and no
capacitive coupling Ec = 0. Other parameters are the same as
in the main text. The total fidelities calculated with all noise
sources applied simultaneously are 99.74 %, 99.93 %, 99.97 %
and 99.99 % (from left to right).

Tab. III. For completeness, we also present data on the
Yπ/2 ⊗ I gate. Its pulse shape is shown in Fig. 4 . The
fidelities of the residual coupling compensating Yπ/2 ⊗ I
gate are listed in the last two columns of Tab. IV, and
are a little bit better than those of the Xπ/2 ⊗ I gate.

10-1 100
10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

FIG. 5. Impact of Ec on the Xπ/2⊗I pulse from Tab. V using
GaAs parameters and α = 0.7. The pulse was optimized
for Ec = 0 and J23 = 0. Larger values of Ec mostly cause
systematic errors Iu = 1 − F(Uc, Ut), the infidelities from
noise increase only towards very large values on the order of
1 meV. For Ec = 350µeV the unitary infidelity Iu is about
0.4 %.

10-3 10-2 10-1 100 101

10-4

10-2

100

FIG. 6. Impact of residual J23 on the Xπ/2 ⊗ I pulse from
Tab. V using GaAs parameters and α = 0.7. The pulse was
optimized for Ec = 0 and J23 = 0. As for Ec, larger values
of J23 mostly cause systematic errors, the infidelities from
noise increase only towards very large values on the order of
0.1 ns−1. For J23 = 0.005 ns−1 the unitary infidelity Iu is on
the order of 10−3 %.

We also give the fidelity contributions for Xπ/2 ⊗ I
and Yπ/2 ⊗ I gates optimized with no residual coupling
(J23 = 0 and Ec = 0) in Tab.V and the first two columns
of Tab. IV, respectively. As mentioned in the main text
these are slightly better, indicating that higher fidelities
may be attainable if parallel single-qubit gates are opti-
mized in the same way as two-qubit gates (by allowing
J23 to be pulsed to higher values in the optimization).

To assess the effect of nonzero Ec and J23 when they
are not taken into account in the optimization, Fig. 5
and Fig. 6 show sweeps of Ec and J23. For both sweeps
we find that moderate values of Ec and J23 predom-
inantly cause systematic errors. The infidelities from
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GaAs (T = 50 ns) Si (T = 500 ns)

α = 0 α = 0.7 α = 0 α = 0.7

Is 4.8 × 10−4 4.6 × 10−4 4.7 × 10−5 4.9 × 10−5

If 1.5 × 10−3 6.5 × 10−5 2.4 × 10−4 4.9 × 10−5

Ib 1.7 × 10−4 1.6 × 10−4 0 0

I 2.3 × 10−3 8.2 × 10−4 3.1 × 10−4 1.1 × 10−4

Li 6.4 × 10−5 7.0 × 10−7 6.4 × 10−5 2.9 × 10−6

Lc 2.7 × 10−5 2.7 × 10−5 1.0 × 10−5 1.0 × 10−5

L 9.1 × 10−5 2.8 × 10−5 7.5 × 10−5 1.3 × 10−5

TABLE VI. Analysis of the CNOT gate for GaAs and Si pa-
rameters, with Ec = 350 µeV. The total fidelities calculated
with all noise sources applied simultaneously are 99.76 %,
99.92 %, 99.96 % and 99.99 % (from left to right), with small
leakage and negligible systematic errors.

noise increase only towards very large values when noise
either couples in directly in Eq. 2 or via a larger ∂J23

∂ǫ23
in Eq. 1. For Ec = 350µeV the unitary infidelity Iu =
1 − F(Uc, Ut) is about 0.4%. The effect of residual ex-
change is much lower, about 10−3% for J23 = 0.005ns−1.

2. Two-qubit gate

For completeness, we list the CNOT infidelity contribu-
tions for Ec = 350µeV in Tab.VI. These figures deviate
only slightly from those presented in the main text, indi-
cating that the optimization can fully account for differ-
ent values of Ec. Furthermore, we give the pulse for the
gate optimized with Ec = 350ueV and GaAs parameters
in Fig. 7 , and for the Si gate in Fig. 8 . We now present
some further analysis, using the CNOT gate presented in
the main text (with GaAs parameters and Ec = 0) as an
example.
First, we analyze the effect of the magnitude of b23

on leakage and the infidelity contributions as shown in
Fig. 9 . As long as b23 is higher than 2 ns−1, the infidelity
contributions do not show a significant dependence on
b23. Furthermore, both incoherent leakage Li and co-
herent leakage Lc can be suppressed by several orders
of magnitude if b23 ≥ 10 ns−1. The periodic increase in
leakage can be attributed to the integration step of 0.2ns
used in the numerical search. While we use a 0.002ns in-
tegration step in the final characterization, the pulses still
contain 0.2 ns steps in Jij from the original pulse shapes.
While leakage is already low for the gates presented here,
choosing b23 = 20ns−1 would lead to a further reduction
at the cost of a slightly higher experimental complexity.
In order to assess the effect for different samples and

material systems, we also subject the gate to different
noise strengths. The result is shown in Fig. 10 and in-
dicates that noise on b23 has a four orders of magnitude
lower effect than noise on b12 or b34 since it only enters the
Hamiltonian in the leakage subspace. Furthermore, the
infidelity contributions scale quadratically with σbi

, σǫij

0

2

0

2

0 10 20 30 40
0

2

FIG. 7. CNOT pulse sequence optimized for GaAs parameters
and Ec = 350 µeV with 99.92 % fidelity in GaAs.

0

0

0 10 20 30 40
0

FIG. 8. CNOT pulse sequence optimized for Si parameters
and Ec = 350 µeV with 99.99 % fidelity in Si.

100 101 102
10-10

10-5

100

FIG. 9. Leakage and infidelity contributions of the CNOT
gate from the main text with varying b23. This plot uses
GaAs parameters, α = 0.7, Ec = 0 and b23 = 7 ns−1. Note
that Lc > 0 since the optimization algorithm balances all
contributions to the objective function in the minimization
problem.

and
√

Sǫij,0.7 over a wide range. However, for relative
noise strengths above 1, we observe a fourth order scaling
for quasistatic noise on ǫ12, ǫ34, b12 and b34. This is typ-
ically observed for dynamically corrected gates (DCGs)
which are first-order insensitive to slow noise. In order
to investigate this further, we perform fits of the form



10

10-4 10-2 100 102

10-10

100

FIG. 10. Analysis of the CNOT gate presented in the main
text, using GaAs parameters, α = 0.7 and Ec = 0. The
varying noise amplitudes are given relative to the GaAs noise
parameters. For each trace, all noise sources except the one in-
dicated in the corresponding legend entry are turned off. The
dotted yellow (red) line represents a fit to σb12

6= 0 (σǫ12 6= 0)
as explained in the text.

ax2+bx4, shown as a dotted yellow and red line in Fig. 10

for b12 and ǫ12 noise, respectively. For b12 noise, the fit
coefficients are a = 7.5× 10−5 and b = 1.7× 10−5. For
ǫ12 noise we obtain a = 4.3× 10−5 and b = 0.9× 10−5.
These fits imply that our gates decouple partly from slow
noise. This indicates that the quadratic scaling relation is
not a fundamental limit but results from incomplete can-
cellation of slow noise. Once the corresponding infidelity
contribution to the objective function (of the minimiza-
tion problem from the main text) is substantially smaller
than other terms, the algorithm does not reduce it any
further, either because of incomplete convergence or be-
cause the cost in terms of other infidelity contributions
would be larger than the very small benefit. A complete
cancellation could be achieved by explicitly requiring dy-
namical decoupling in the numerical search, possibly at
the cost of a slight increase of other contributions. A
stronger cancellation may also explain why the value of
Is obtained by optimizing with Si parameters (purple tri-
angle at fs = 10−1 GS/s in Fig. 2(c) of the main text) is
substantially lower than the scaled result (purple line),
which was not a dominant contribution in the optimiza-
tion of the corresponding gate (see Tab. II, first column).
Likewise, one might expect that further improvement is
possible for the α = 0.7 scenario in GaAs, which is dom-
inated by Is, unlike the α = 0 case used to optimize the
pulse.
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