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Quantum control optimization algorithms are routinely used to generate optimal quantum gates
or efficient quantum state transfers. However, there are two main challenges in designing efficient
optimization algorithms, namely overcoming the sensitivity to local optima and improving the com-
putational speed. The former challenge can be dealt with by designing hybrid algorithms, such as
a combination of gradient and simulated annealing methods. Here, we propose and demonstrate
the use of a machine learning method, specifically the recommender system (RS), to deal with the
latter challenge of enhancing computational efficiency. We first describe ways to set up a rating
matrix involving gradients or gate fidelities. We then establish that RS can rapidly and accurately
predict elements of a sparse rating matrix. Using this approach, we expedite a gradient ascent based
quantum control optimization, namely GRAPE and demonstrate the faster performance for up to 8
qubits. Finally, we describe and implement the enhancement of the computational speed of a hybrid
algorithm, namely SAGRAPE.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum control is crucial for the trending quantum
technology tasks such as quantum sensing [1], scalable
quantum information devices [2], quantum simulations
[3], quantum thermodynamics [4], quantum metrology
[5], etc. In general, quantum control optimization deals
with finding the best implementation of desired quantum
dynamics on a given physical hardware [6, 7]. Such opti-
mization algorithms are routinely used for control tasks
like unitary synthesis, state transfer, etc [8]. There has
been a tremendous progress in this area and numerous
optimization algorithms have been developed, such as
gradient based algorithms [9, 10], variational principle
based algorithms [11, 12], chopped basis optimization
[13, 14], and metaheuristic algorithms [15, 16]. Lately,
machine learning algorithms such as reinforcement learn-
ing (RL), have also been used for the tasks like unitary
transformation [17], state preparation [18], robust con-
trols [19], as well as to control non-integrable quantum
systems [20]. More recently, machine learning protocols
have also been used to control quantum thermal machines
[21].

An optimization method with an analytical expression
for the gradient is an efficient way to find a local op-
timum in the parameter space. One such class of op-
timization algorithms for quantum control applications
is based on gradient ascent pulse engineering (GRAPE)
[9] and its variants (for example, [22–24]). However, it
becomes problematic if there are too many sub-optimal
local solutions restricting the algorithm from reaching an
optimal solution. On the other hand, metaheuristic algo-
rithms can escape the local optima and therefore perform
a robust search in the parameter space. The metaheuris-
tic algorithms such as the Nelder-Mead simplex method
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FIG. 1. Expediting gradient method, metaheuristic method,
as well as a hybrid of both by using machine learning.

[15], evolutionary algorithms [16, 25–27], simulated an-
nealing (SA) [28], etc. have been successfully adapted for
quantum control optimization. However, unlike the gra-
dient methods, the metaheuristic algorithms often suffer
from slow convergence. To overcome this issue, recently
there has been a proposal to combine SA, a metaheuris-
tic method with GRAPE, a local search method, to re-
alize the hybrid SAGRAPE algorithm [28]. Despite this
progress, there remains the problem of the poor compu-
tational efficiency of quantum optimization algorithms.
This problem becomes severe as the parameter space
grows exponentially with the size of the quantum sys-
tem. This is where the capabilities of machine learning
can be useful (see Fig. 1).

In the field of machine learning, the recommender sys-
tem (RS) algorithm is widely used to recommend prod-
ucts to consumers [29, 30]. Here we propose RS assisted
speed up of GRAPE and SAGRAPE. The most time-
expensive task in GRAPE is the calculation of gradients
for every segment of a control sequence, which involves
exponentiation of matrices. We show that, given a set
of exactly calculated gradients, RS can accurately and
rapidly predict the remaining ones. Thus, we can sig-
nificantly improve the time-efficiency of the optimization

ar
X

iv
:2

20
1.

12
55

0v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
 F

eb
 2

02
2

mailto:priya.batra@students.iiserpune.ac.in
mailto:m.harshanthram@students.iiserpune.ac.in
mailto:mahesh.ts@iiserpune.ac.in


2

algorithm. SA involves a large number of function evalua-
tions in the neighborhood of an iterative solution, part of
which can also be delegated to RS. Here we demonstrate
a significant time advantage of RS expedited GRAPE as
well as SAGRAPE, without sacrificing their convergence.

This article is arranged as follows. In Sec. II, we intro-
duce the quantum control problem along with two opti-
mization algorithms, namely GRAPE and SA. In Sec. III
we introduce RS. In Sec. IV, we present the RS expedited
GRAPE and SAGRAPE, and discuss their performances.
The article ends with a summary and outlook in Sec. V.

II. QUANTUM CONTROL OPTIMIZATION

We consider a quantum system with a constant inter-
nal Hamiltonian H0 and m control Hamiltonians {Hj},
such that the time-dependent Hamiltonian is given by

H(t) = H0 +

m∑
j=1

ωj(t)Hj . (1)

Here ωj(t) is the time-dependent strength of the jth con-
trol Hamiltonian Hj . For a closed system undergoing
Schrödinger evolution for the time duration T , the cor-
responding unitary is given by

U(T ) = De−i
∫ T
0
H(t)dt. (2)

Here D is the Dyson time ordering operator and we have
set ~ = 1. Considering the difficulty in evaluating the
propagator of a general time-dependent Hamiltonian, we
discretize the control function ωj(t) by dividing it into
N segments, each with a constant amplitude ωj,k and
duration δ = T/N . The corresponding unitary for the
kth segment would be

Uk = exp

−iδ
H0 +

m∑
j=1

ωj,kHj

 . (3)

The total time propagator U(T ) for the entire control se-
quence can be expressed as the product of segment uni-
taries

U(T ) = UNUN−1 · · ·U2U1. (4)

In this article, we mainly focus on unitary synthesis,
although same methods can be adapted for state prepa-
ration. Thus, the optimization procedure is aimed at
achieving a specific target unitary Ut by numerically gen-
erating the control sequence {ωj,k}. Optimization func-
tion is given by the gate fidelity

F =
∣∣Tr
[
U†(T )Ut

]∣∣2 , (5)

which is the overlap of target unitary Ut with the evolved
unitary U(T ). An improved optimization function would

maximize the fidelity while minimizing resources. Typi-
cally, it amounts to minimizing the power consumption
of control fields. Therefore the modified optimization
function J can be cast as follows

J = F −
∑
j,k

λjω
2
j,k, (6)

where λj are the scalar penalty parameters. In the follow-
ing, we discuss two optimization methods, first a gradient
method and the second a metaheuristic method.

A. Gradient Ascent Pulse Engineering (GRAPE)

The GRAPE algorithm has following steps:

• Start with a random control sequence {ω(0)
j,k}.

• Forward propagate the initial unitary opera-
tor U0 = 1 till kth segment, i.e., Xk =
UkUk−1 · · ·U1U0.

• Backward propagate the target unitary Ut till kth

segment, i.e., Pk = U†k+1U
†
k+2 · · ·U

†
NUt.

• Calculate the gradient for each segment using the
first-order (in the norm ||δH(t)||) expression [9]

gj,k = 2Re
(
−iδTr

[
P †kHjXk

]
Tr
[
X†kPk

])
. (7)

• Update control amplitudes in the direction of gra-
dients, i.e., ωj,k → ωj,k + εgj,k, where ε is the step
size.

GRAPE is remarkable to have such a simple analytical
form for the gradient function.

In a practical scenario, no physical hardware is perfect.
For example, a control field is typically associated with a
distribution of amplitudes around the nominal value [9].
We need to have a robust quantum control even with
such imperfect hardware. To this end, one minimizes the
overall cost function 1 − J = 1 −

∑
i piJi obtained by

summing over the costs 1 − Ji of individual elements in
the distribution with respective probabilities pi.

B. Simulated Annealing (SA)

In metallurgy, annealing involves heating a material
to high temperatures followed by slow cooling, to allow
the material reach a stable crystalline form by finding its
ground state. The same idea is adopted in the numeri-
cal procedure namely, simulated annealing (SA) [31, 32].
Given an optimization problem, SA starts with a high-
temperature configuration, wherein even nonoptimal so-
lutions are selected with a certain probability. As the
iterations pass, the temperature parameter is gradually
reduced, and optimal solutions are increasingly favored.
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This stochastic process allows the algorithm to overcome
the local minima and reach the global minimum.

The steps for SA are as follows [28]:

• Start with a random control sequence {ω(0)
j,k}. Set

the temperature to a high value T 0.

• In the ith iteration, near the current solution

{ω(i)
j,k}, determine the control sequence {ω′j,k} with

the best fidelity F ({ω′j,k}) among a random set of
neighbourhood points.

• If ∆F
i

= F ({ω′j,k})− F ({ω(i)
j,k}) ≥ Qi, where

Qi = −min
[
1, T i exp

(
∆F

i
/T i
)]

then

{ω(i+1)
j,k } = {ω′j,k}; else, {ω(i+1)

j,k } = {ω(i)
j,k}.

• After ith iteration, set the temperature to a re-
duced value T (i+1) = γT (i), where γ < 1 controls
the cooling rate.

The above steps are iterated until the desired optimiza-
tion function is reached or the maximum number of it-
erations are completed. Note that, for higher tempera-
tures the algorithm may take a new solution {ω′j,k} even

if its fidelity is lower than the current solution {ω(i)
j,k}.

This stage is known as exploration. As temperature goes
down, the algorithm gradually switches to the exploita-
tion mode and it looks for solutions that are either better
or slightly inferior than the current solution. The combi-
nation of exploration and exploitation helps SA to escape
local optima and travel towards the global optimum.

In our previous work, we had combined SA with
GRAPE to form the hybrid SAGRAPE algorithm and
demonstrated its superior convergence [28]. In the follow-
ing, we first describe recommender system, a particular
type of machine learning technique, and then explain how
it can be used to expedite GRAPE as well as SAGRAPE.

III. RECOMMENDER SYSTEM (RS)

Collaborative filtering is one of the most popular types
of RS that is based on experience of any particular con-
sumer along with relative preferences among all con-
sumers [33, 34]. Here we use the matrix factorization
algorithm for collaborative filtering [35, 36]. It involves
setting up a database R in the form of a rating matrix,
wherein each row represents a particular consumer and
each column represents a particular product that is being
recommended [30, 37]. The rating matrix can be decom-
posed in terms of latent vectors of the same dimension
f , known as the number of features. Let the parameter
vector Θ(i) ∈ Rf and the feature vector Φ(j) ∈ Rf encode
latent vectors in real space Rf for ith consumer and jth
product. The predicted rating is then modeled by scalar
products

ri,j = Θ(i) · Φ(j). (8)

FIG. 2. Illustrating an example application of RS. Here the
rating matrix corresponds to different levels of feasibility of
various tasks with certain available control fields. The goal of
RS is to predict the unknown ratings.

Depending on the problem at hand, one can specify
products, users, as well as ratings, and accordingly set
up the rating matrix. One such example, for a hypo-
thetical quantum control problem of executing certain
specific tasks with various available control fields, is il-
lustrated in Fig. 2. In this example, tasks are users,
control fields are products, and the ratings are different
levels of feasibility of implementing tasks. The job of RS
is to efficiently predict the unknown ratings.

Given a sparse rating matrix R, where missing ele-
ments correspond to unknown preferences, our goal is to
fill those missing elements with the help of the collec-
tive information embedded in the overall database. Let
κ = (i, j) be the elements in the rating matrix for which
actual ratings Ri,j are known. The discrepancy between
predicted rating ri,j and actual rating Ri,j is quantified
by the function K0 as

K0 =
∑

(i,j)∈κ

(ri,j −Ri,j)2. (9)

Here, the objective is to minimize the cost function
K0. Generally two regularization parameters (ΛΘ,ΛΦ)
are used to avoid over-fitting, so that the altered cost
function can be written as

K =
K0

2
+

ΛΘ

2

m∑
i=1

‖Θ(i)‖+
ΛΦ

2

n∑
j=1

‖Φ(j)‖. (10)

The latent vectors Θ(i) and Φ(j) are then determined by
minimizing the cost function using any standard min-
imization algorithm. In our case, we use the Polack-
Ribiere flavour of conjugate gradients to compute search
directions, and a line-search using quadratic and cubic
polynomial approximations for this purpose [38–40].
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IV. RS ENHANCED GRAPE AND SAGRAPE

We shall now explain how we can use RS to speedup
GRAPE as well as SAGRAPE. For the sake of clarity,
we use the context of quantum control of spin-dynamics
via nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR). To study RS
enabled speedup, we consider a spin system of M =
2 + n on-resonant heteronuclear qubits, and construct
a controlled-NOT (CNOT) gate on the first two qubits
which are coupled by an indirect spin-spin interaction of
strength (J12). For simplicity, we treat the remaining
n qubits as noninteracting spectator spins, which con-
tribute to the dimension of the overall Hilbert space, but
not to the complexity of the CNOT gate. This helps us
to demonstrate the efficiency of RS expedited algorithms
for a varying size of qubit register with same gate com-
plexity. The internal NMR Hamiltonian for the system
in the multiply-rotating frame is given by

H0 = 2πJ12I
1
z I

2
z , (11)

where Iiz represents the z-component of the ith spin op-
erator. For the kth segment of the n+ 2 channel control
sequence, the total Hamiltonian

Hk = H0 +

2+n∑
j=1

ωx,j,kI
j
x + ωy,j,kI

j
y . (12)

Here ωx,j,k and ωy,j,k are the x and y components of
radio frequency (RF) field on the jth nuclear species in
kth segment of the control sequence. In practice how-
ever, there exists a spatial RF inhomogeneity (RFI) of
amplitudes over the volume of the sample. One usually
models RFI with an L-point distribution and associates
a scaling factor {ξj,l} with respective probabilities {pj,l}.
Thus, the Hamiltonian for the kth control segment with
the lth RFI element is

H
(l)
k = H0 +

2+n∑
j=1

ξj,lωx,j,kI
j
x + ξj,lωy,j,kI

j
y . (13)

As explained in the last part of Sec. II A, the overall cost
function 1− J = 1−

∑
l plJl is obtained by the weighted

sum of cost functions of all the individual elements in the
RFI distribution. In the following, we describe how we
can incorporate RS to expedite GRAPE.

A. RS expedited GRAPE (RSGRAPE)

Let us first consider the GRAPE algorithm for the
NMR context described above. As explained in Sec. II A,
the x(y) gradients for the jth channel in kth segment with
lth RFI element are expressed by the explicit form of Eq.

RFI l = 1 · · ·
Qubits j=1 · · · j=2+n

segments (k)

phases
x y x y

1 gx,1,1,1 gy,1,1,1 ? gy,2+n,1,1

2 gx,1,2,1 ? gx,2+n,2,1 ?
3 gx,1,3,1 gy,1,3,1 ? gy,2+n,3,1

4 ? gy,1,4,1 gx,2+n,4,1 ?
...

...
...

...
...

TABLE I. The rating matrix for RSGRAPE. Here rows cor-
respond to various segments (k = 1, 2, · · · , N) and columns
correspond to the x(y) RF amplitudes on all the heteronu-
clear qubits (j = 1, 2, · · · , 2 + n) with various RFI distribu-
tion elements (l = 1, 2, · · · , L). The elements gx(y),j,k,l are
the gradients, and the goal of RS is to predict the unknown
elements (indicated by ‘?’).

7, i.e.,

gx(y),j,k,l = 2Re
(
−iδTr

[
P †k,lI

j
x(y)Xk,l

]
Tr
[
X†k,lPk,l

])
.

(14)

Here Xk,l and Pk,l are respectively the forward and back-
ward propagators for the k segment with lth RFI element.
In the traditional GRAPE algorithm, one evaluates all
the gradients and then calculates the update values for
the control amplitudes as described in Sec. II A. This is
the heart of the algorithm and involves evaluating a large
number of propagators via matrix exponentiation. Ac-
cordingly, this is the bottleneck for numerical efficiency,
especially for the larger number of qubits. Here comes
the application of machine learning. Instead of evaluat-
ing all the gradients, we only need to evaluate a fraction
of the gradients, form a rating matrix, and then let RS
predict the rest of the gradients. In the language of RS,
we treat each segment as a consumer and each RF am-
plitude (corresponding to indicies x(y), j, l) as a product.
The corresponding rating matrix is in the form of the
TABLE I.

We first study the dependence of RSGRAPE on the
sparsity of the rating matrix. To this end, we generate a
two-qubit CNOT gate while varying the sparsity of the
rating matrix from 0% to 90%. In each case, we monitor,
at the end of 500 iterations, the final infidelity and the
time advantage

Γ(RSGRAPE) = τ(RSGRAPE)/τ(GRAPE), (15)

the ratio of computational times of RSGRAPE and
GRAPE.

We now demonstrate RSGRAPE for generating an op-
timal control sequence implementing a CNOT gate on the
first two qubits of the 2 + n qubit system. In our anal-
ysis we have varied 2 + n from 2 to 8 and in each case
generated an optimal control sequence with N = 200
segments. For RS prediction we used latent vectors of
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dimension 10. RFI is modeled by L = 5 point distribu-
tion with ξj,l ∈ [0.8, 0.9, 1.0, 1.1, 1.2] and uniform prob-
ability pj,l = 0.2. Firstly, we vary the sparsity (s) from
10% to 90% and compare the gradients for the standard
GRAPE (ga) vs gradients predicted by RS (gp) as shown
by red dots in Fig. 3 (a). For reference, also shown are
the ideal expected curves ga = gp (in blue lines in Fig.
3 (a)). It’s clear that RS is able to predict the gradi-
ents quite efficiently, especially for sparsity values below
60%. For larger sparsity values, the RS predictions be-
come increasingly inaccurate and therefore worsens the
convergence of the algorithm.

Now, we iterate (for i = 1, · · · , 500) GRAPE (as ex-
plained in Sec. II A) as well as RSGRAPE (as explained
above) algorithms. In Fig. 3 (b), we plot the final in-
fidelity 1 − F (blue curves) as well as time advantage
Γ(RSGRAPE) (red curves) vs sparsity (s) for two (solid
curves) and four (dashed curves) qubit systems. Here for
reliable analysis, all the data points are obtained by aver-
aging 10 independent trials each starting from a random
initial guess. We find that the final infidelity remains
low (< 0.005) till about 60% sparsity, and increases af-
terwards. Also, we achieve time advantages by over a
factor of 1.5 for both two and four qubits systems.

We now set the sparsity of the rating matrix to 50%,
meaning only half the number of gradients randomly se-
lected out of the total 2N(2 + n)L elements need to be
evaluated using Eq. 14. The rest of the gradients in each
iteration are predicted by the RS algorithm. Again, for
reliable analysis, we average the results of 15 indepen-
dent trials of RSGRAPE algorithm each starting from a
random initial guess. For comparison, we also carryout
the standard GRAPE algorithm in each case and moni-
tor the time advantage Γ(RSGRAPE). Fig. 3 (c) shows
the infidelity (1 − F ) versus iteration number i for vari-
ous sizes 2 + n of the qubit register. It is clear that the
convergence of RSGRAPE is not compromised compared
to the standard GRAPE algorithm, despite only 50% of
the gradients being exactly evaluated. In all the cases,
the infidelity was well below 0.01.

Fig. 3 (d) shows the time-advantage for various sizes
of the qubit register. For small qubit registers (up to 4
qubits), the advantage is above 20 %, while for larger
registers (for 8 qubits), we find almost 100% time ad-
vantage. This is because the RS overhead is depen-
dent on (i) the dimension of the rating matrix, which
increases only linearly with the size of qubit register and
(ii) the dimensions of latent vectors. Therefore, as the
complexity of GRAPE algorithm increases exponentially
with the size of the qubit register, the RS overhead be-
comes increasingly insignificant, and the time-advantage
improves. However, for 50 % sparsity, Γ(RSGRAPE) re-
mains bounded by a factor of 2.

FIG. 3. (a) Exact ga and predicted gp gradients vs spar-
sity (s in %). (b) Infidelity 1−F (blue) and time advantange
Γ(RSGRAPE) (red) vs sparsity (s in %) of a CNOT gate gen-
erated using RSGRAPE in two (solid line) and four (dashed
line) qubit systems. (c) Infidelity 1 − F vs number i of iter-
ations varying from 1 to 500 and for size 2 + n of the qubit
register varying from 2 to 8. Here solid-red and dashed-blue
lines correspond to RSGRAPE and GRAPE algorithms. (d)
Γ(RSGRAPE) vs size 2 + n of the qubit register. Here (c)
and (d) are obtained with a sparsity value of 50 %.

B. RS expedited SAGRAPE (RSSAGRAPE)

We now explain the RS expedited hybrid SAGRAPE
algorithm. As explained in Sec. II B, an important step
in SA in every iteration is to scan the neighborhood
points of the current solution. We add random deviation
functions to the current control sequence (of each het-
eronuclear qubit) to obtain a set of neighborhood points.
Since one needs to scan a large number of neighbour-
hood points, this step forms a bottleneck in the standard
SAGRAPE algorithm. This is where RS can bring about
a significant speedup.

The entire control sequence of current iteration can

be represented in the matrix form Ω(i) ≡ {ω(i)
x(y),j,k} of

dimension N × 2(2 + n). In our method, we first select
a set of Q spline vectors {sq}, each of dimension N × 1.
We also choose a set of M random scaling vectors {cm},
each of size 1×2(2+n). We now setup the neighborhood
points by adding the deviation function w(i)sq · cm, i.e.,

Ωq,m = Ω(i) + w(i)cm · sq, (16)

where w(i) is a scalar weight parameter which can be
gradually reduced with iteration number to shrink the
neighbourhood region. Now, we determine the average fi-
delity F q,m and form the rating matrix (see TABLE. II).
In the RS expedited algorithm, we don’t need to eval-
uate all the elements of the rating matrix, but only a
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spline (sq)

scaling (cm)
c1 c2 c3 c4 · · ·

s1 F 1,1 F 1,2 ? F 1,4

s2 F 2,1 ? F 2,3 ?

s3 F 3,1 F 3,2 ? F 3,4

s4 ? F 4,2 F 4,3 ?
...

...
...

...
...

TABLE II. The rating matrix for the RSSAGRAPE algo-
rithm. Here rows correspond to various spline functions sq
and columns correspond to the scaling factors cm. Each
element of rating matrix is the fidelity F q,m of the neigh-
bourhood point (q,m) obtained from the current solution by

adding the deviation function w(i)sq · cm.

set of randomly selected elements. Rest of the elements
are efficiently predicted by RS. The sequence Ωq,m cor-

responding to the maximum fidelity F q,m is then passed
to the SA algorithm for comparing with the threshold
function as explained in Sec. II B.

Based on the procedure explained above, we now em-
ploy RSSAGRAPE to generate a CNOT gate on a two-
qubit system, using five iterations of GRAPE after ev-
ery iteration of SA. We used N = 200 segment control
sequence and scanned 100 neighbourhood points (using
Q = 10 spline functions and M = 10 scaling vectors) in
each SA iteration. We again set the dimension of the la-
tent vectors to 10. The red dots in Fig. 4(a) correspond
to the exact fidelities (Fa) plotted against the predicted
fidelities (Fp) for a set of random neighborhood points at
various values of sparsity s. The blue lines correspond-
ing to expected distribution Fp = Fa are also shown for
reference. Evidently, we see a good correlation of the
predicted fidelities with the exact values, thus confirm-
ing the effectiveness of RS, especially for lower sparsity
values.

FIG. 4. (a) Exact (Fa) and predicted (Fp) fidelities of random
neighbourhood points versus sparsity (s in %) in a particular
SA iteration. (b) Infidelity 1 − F vs number of iterations
i for a 2 qubit system with GRAPE (dashed blue line) or
RSSAGRAPE (solid red line). In (b) RS was carried out
with sparsity s = 50 %.

We now set the sparsity of the rating matrix to 50%,
meaning only half the neighborhood points are evaluated
exactly, while the remaining ones are predicted by RS.
Fig. 4(b) displays the infidelity 1 − F (averaged over
10 independent trials each starting with a random initial
guess) plotted versus iteration number i for SAGRAPE
(dashed blue line) as well as RSSAGRAPE (solid red
line). It is clear from the average infidelity trajectory
that the convergence is not sacrificed by the partial pre-
diction of the rating matrix by RS. Furthermore, when
compared with the SAGRAPE algorithm, we found a
time advantage

Γ(RSSAGRAPE) =
τ(SAGRAPE)

τ(RSSAGRAPE)
= 1.9, (17)

meaning the RS enhancement has almost doubled the
speed of the SAGRAPE algorithm.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

Machine learning techniques are increasingly being uti-
lized in almost every field of science. Here we use recom-
mender system (RS), a type of machine learning tech-
nique to enhance the efficiency of quantum control algo-
rithm, particularly a gradient method (GRAPE) and a
meta-heuristic method (simulated annealing (SA)). Be-
cause of the analytical form for gradients, GRAPE is a
powerful tool, but it suffers from two problems. Firstly,
being a local search method, GRAPE is sensitive to lo-
cal minima. Secondly, evaluating gradients for all the
constant-Hamiltonian segments is a computationally in-
tensive task. The former can be overcome by a hybrid
algorithm such as SAGRAPE, which had previously been
demonstrated [28]. Here we address the latter issue by
employing RS to efficiently predict gradients and thereby
to remarkably speed up the GRAPE algorithm. We
demonstrated the RSGRAPE algorithm for up to eight
qubits. Going further, we incorporated RS even in SA,
for rapid evaluation of a large set of random neighbor-
hood points. Finally, by expediting both SA and GRAPE
simultaneously, we demonstrated almost doubling the
speed of SAGRAPE.

The entirely different approaches of using RS in
GRAPE and SA exemplifies the flexibility and freedom
of incorporating RS in quantum control problems. Note
that the particular approaches we have used are not
unique. One can think of different ways of encoding con-
sumers and products to set up a rating matrix for imple-
menting RS. The generality of RS approach should allow
its application in conjunction with other gradient meth-
ods such as BFGS [22], function-space control [23], etc.
RS can also be used to enhance other meta-heuristic al-
gorithms as well as global search methods such as genetic
algorithm [26]. We believe, the present work encour-
ages further applications of machine learning protocols
in quantum information tasks.
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