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Spin qubits in semiconductor quantum dots are a promising platform for quantum computing,
however scaling to large systems is hampered by crosstalk and charge noise. Crosstalk here refers to
the unwanted off-resonant rotation of idle qubits during the resonant rotation of the target qubit.
For a three-qubit system with crosstalk and charge noise, it is difficult to analytically create gate
protocols that produce three-qubit gates, such as the Toffoli gate, directly in a single shot instead of
through the composition of two-qubit gates. Therefore, we numerically optimize a physics-informed
neural network to produce theoretically robust shaped pulses that generate a Toffoli-equivalent gate.
Additionally, robust π

2
X and cz gates are also presented in this work to create a universal set of

gates robust against charge noise. The robust pulses maintain an infidelity of 10−3 for average
quasistatic fluctuations in the voltage of up to a few mV instead of tenths of mV for non-robust
pulses.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spin qubits in silicon are a promising platform for cre-
ating scalable quantum computers. Current single- and
two-qubit gate infidelities have been reduced to the order
of 10−3 or below [1–7], which is under the surface code
threshold [8] and is nearing the 10−4 threshold for CSS
quantum error correcting codes [9]. Achieving similar fi-
delities in silicon devices with more than two qubits is
challenging due to crosstalk and increased susceptibility
to charge noise in these devices. Crosstalk here refers
to the unwanted rotation of qubits other than the target
qubit as a result of the difference in resonance frequencies
between qubits not being sufficiently large compared to
the driving strength (i.e. the maximum Rabi frequency).

Universal quantum computation requires a universal
set of gates, for instance, single-qubit rotations and a
Toffoli gate [10]. Additionally, a Toffoli gate has a classi-
cal analog and is used in many circuits for classical oper-
ations such a binary arithmetic [11, 12]. Having a direct
implementation of a Toffoli gate would be faster than im-
plementing Toffoli gates using a sequence of single- and
two-qubit gates. It is, however, not straightforward to de-
sign a Toffoli gate for a chain of three exchange-coupled
spins. It was shown that an equivalent gate, the iToffoli
gate, can be implemented in exchange coupled spins us-
ing a pulse sequence in the absence of crosstalk [13]. Un-
fortunately, for a scalable silicon qubit system, it is not
always possible to ignore crosstalk [14]. Methods for deal-
ing with crosstalk for two-qubit gates have been proposed
[15, 16]. However, these methods cannot be logically ex-
tended for a direct implementation of a Toffoli-equivalent
gate. Furthermore, the fidelity of gates in silicon devices
is limited by charge noise [17, 18] and previous meth-
ods do not correct for exchange fluctuations caused by
charge noise. A method for correcting exchange fluc-
tuations in two-qubit systems while considering crosstalk
has previously been proposed [19]. However, this method

cannot be logically extended to a three-qubit system.
Therefore, we present a shaped pulse which results in a
Toffoli-equivalent gate using a physically informed neu-
ral network method originally presented in Ref. [20] and
adapted to a two-qubit system in Ref. [21].

In Sec. II, the device Hamiltonian is shown and the
neural network optimization method is described. In
Sec. III, the pulse shapes for a non-robust iToffoli, a
robust iToffoli, a robust Controlled-Z (cz) gate, and a
single-qubit π

2 X-rotation on the middle and outer qubits
are presented. Either of the entangling gates plus the π

2
X-rotation, when combined with virtual-Z rotations [22],
forms a universal set of gates robust against charge noise.

II. MODEL

The device we consider is a chain of three exchange-
coupled spins confined in silicon quantum dots. This de-
vice in the presence of magnetic fields is well described
by the Heisenberg model Hamiltonian [23] in Eq. (1).

H =

3∑
i=1

µbgiBi · Si +

2∑
i=1

Ji

(
Si · Si+1 −

1

4

)
(1)

µb is the Bohr magneton, gi is the g-factor of the i-
th qubit, Bi is the magnetic field at the i-th qubit,
Si is the spin operator of the i-th qubit, Ji is the ex-
change coupling between the i-th and (i + 1)-th qubit,.
The magnetic field is applied only in the Z and X-
directions and will can be described by the Zeeman en-
ergy Ez,i = µgiBz,i for the Z-direction and the enve-
lope, Ωi, frequency, ωi, and phase ϕi, Ωi cos(ωit+ ϕi) =
µgiBx,i for the X-direction. The rotating frame Hamil-
tonian, HR = RHR† + iℏ(∂tR)R†, in the frame R =

exp
(

i
2

∑3
j=1(Ez,jt)Zj

)
becomes
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HR(t) =

3∑
i=1

Ωi

2

3∑
j=1

cos((Ez,i − Ez,j)t+ ϕi(t))Xj + sin((Ez,i − Ez,j)t+ ϕi(t))Yj

+

2∑
i=1

Ji(t)

4
[ZiZi+1 + cos((Ez,i − Ez,i+1)t)(XiXi+1 + YiYi+1) + sin((Ez,i − Ez,i+1)t)(XiYi+1 + YiXi+1)] , (2)

which is the three-qubit extension of the two-qubit
Hamiltonian in Ref. [21]. In Eq. (2) Xi, Yi and Zi are the
Pauli operators on the i-th qubit with implied Kronecker
products. Eq. (2) allows for three-tone driving, but in
this work we will only use two-tone driving resonant with
the outer qubits, i.e., Ω2 = 0. To demonstrate a pulse
that can handle large crosstalk, the difference in Zeeman
energies is chosen to be Ez,3 − Ez,2 = Ez,2 − Ez,1 =
5MHz while the maximum driving strength is set to
Ωmax = 10MHz such that they are of similar strength
and the rotating wave approximation is certainly invalid.
Currently, driving strengths of MHz have been imple-
mented in experiment[2, 5, 24–27]. The maximum ex-
change strength was chosen to be Jmax = 10MHz, which
is readily attainable in experiments[4]. Additionally, the
exchange will be taken to have a dependence on the bar-
rier gate voltages Vi as Ji = J0e

2αVi with α = 12.1V −1

and J0 = 0.056MHz as taken from Ref. [4]. Our meth-
ods are not specific to these choices, but we simply wish
to showcase the versatility of our numerical methods to
incorporate this level of experimental detail.

A. Neural network method

The large number of non-commuting terms in this
Hamiltonian (2) make it very difficult to analytically cre-
ate a pulse which results in a Toffoli or Toffoli-equivalent
gate. Therefore, a pulse is found by numerically optimiz-
ing a physics-informed neural network using the method
from Refs. [20, 21]. The sole input of this neural network
is time and the outputs are the control fields Ji(t), Ωi(t),
and ϕi(t). These smooth control fields are optimized to
result in gates robust against charge noise in the pres-
ence of crosstalk. The DiffEqFlux.jl Julia package[28]
was used to implement the neural network, the Ordi-
naryDiffEq.jl package [29] was used to implement the
BS5 solver to solve the Schrodinger equation, and the
Flux.jl and Optmin.jl packages were used to implement
the RADAM and BFGS optimizers to minimize the cost
function consisting of two terms.

The first term in the cost function is the trace infidelity
modulo virtual-Z rotations [22],

1−F = min
φ⃗

[
1− 1

8

∣∣∣Tr(e i
2 (

∑3
i=1 φiZi)Uce

i
2 (

∑6
i=4 φiZi)U†

t

)∣∣∣2] ,
(3)

where Ut is the targeted evolution operator, Uc is the
evolution operator produced by the control in the absence
of noise, and φi are the virtual-Z rotation angles.

The second term in the cost function quantifies the sen-
sitivity of the evolution operator to noise sources. For
instance, a given noise will couple to the qubits via a
stochastic term in the Hamiltonian, Hϵ. The first-order
Magnus expansion of the resulting noisy evolution oper-
ator is

U ≈ Uce
i
ℏE (4)

where

E =

∫ T

0

U†
cHϵUcdt. (5)

Thus, we minimize sensitivity to that noise source by
including the Frobenius norm of E in the cost function.

Charge noise effectively acts as fluctuations in the de-
vice voltages, which causes noise in the exchange cou-
plings. The fluctuations in the two exchange couplings,
J1 and J2, are assumed to be completely uncorrelated, as
this is the worst case scenario for this type of optimiza-
tion [30]. This means the second term in the cost function
contains the norm of the first-order Magnus expansions
of both errors,

C = (1− F ) + w × (|E1|+ |E2|) (6)

where w is a relative weighting factor which we set to
be 0.1. Minimizing only the first term in the cost func-
tion results in a gate that accounts for crosstalk in the
absence of charge noise, while minimizing both terms
adds robustness to charge noise. Using this method, a
robust π

2 X rotation on the outer and middle qubit, a
robust CZ gate, a non-robust iToffoli gate as well as a
robust iToffoli gate are found. The iToffoli gate, iT , is
a Toffoli gate that also adds an i phase for the state
(or part of the state) for which the controls are met, i.e.,
iT |a, b, c⟩ → iab |a, b, c⊗ ab⟩ where a, b, c ∈ 0, 1. An iTof-
foli gate with controls on the outside qubits was chosen
because it was shown in Ref. [13] to be a more natural
gate for this Hamiltonian than a Toffoli gate. The driv-
ing for all cases is chosen to be two-tone driving resonant
with the outer two of the three qubits.
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FIG. 1. Neural network designed control fields vs time for a
π
2
X rotation on the middle qubit in the presence of crosstalk.

Top: Driving tone amplitudes Ω1 and Ω3. Bottom: Accom-
panying phase modulation of the driving ϕ1 and ϕ3.

III. RESULTING GATES

A. π
2
X gates

Local rotations do not require any entangling, there-
fore the control field pulses were optimized under the
constraint that the exchange be held fixed as close to
zero as possible. There is always some residual coupling
– here we take J1 = J2 = J0 = 0.056MHz [4] – but this
is easily compensated for in the numerical optimization.
Since the exchange is insensitive to voltage fluctuations
around the uncoupled limit, any such local rotations are
already trivially robust to charge noise. The optimized
control field shapes for π

2 X rotations on the middle and
outer qubits are shown in Figs. 1 and 2, respectively.
They maintain an infidelity below 10−4 even for unrealis-
tically large quasistatic average barrier gate fluctuations,
(δV1 + δV2)/2, of 75mV (10mV) for the middle (outer)
X rotation.
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FIG. 2. Neural network designed control fields vs time for a
π
2
X rotation on the third qubit in the presence of crosstalk.

Top: Driving tone amplitudes Ω1 and Ω3. Bottom: Accom-
panying phase modulation of the driving tones ϕ1 and ϕ3.

B. cz gate

A non-robust cz gate is efficiently implemented adi-
abatically because nonadiabatic two-qubit gate fidelities
are limited by the ratio of the difference in resonance
frequencies to the exchange coupling strength used to
implement the gate[31]. For this reason we only need
to optimize for a robust cz gate. The cz gate on the
first two qubits does not need exchange between the sec-
ond and third qubit to be turned on, so we fix J2 = J0.
Therefore, the gate will automatically be insensitive to
fluctuations in δV2. The control fields of the robust cz
gate are shown in Fig. 3.

1. Charge noise analysis

The fidelity as a function of the average quasistatic
fluctuation of voltages, (δV1 + δV2)/2 for all entangling
gates considered are shown in Fig. 4. The cz infidelity
remains below 10−3 for average quasistatic voltage fluc-
tuations up to 6.0mV. Charge noise however is not gen-
erally quasistatic but has a frequency dependence of 1/f
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FIG. 3. Neural network designed control fields vs time for a
cz12 gate in the presence of crosstalk. Top: Exchange am-
plitudes J1 and J2 as well as driving tone amplitudes Ω1 and
Ω3. Bottom: Accompanying phase modulation of the driving
tones ϕ1 and ϕ3.

between the calibration infrared cutoff, ωir and a high
frequency cutoff, ωcutoff, after which it falls of as 1/f2.
To analyze the effect of time dependent charge noise we
use the filter function formalism from Ref. [32]. The fil-
ter function, F(ω), with our definition, is the Fourier
transform of the error Hamiltonian in the toggling frame
which shows the frequency response of the pulse. As volt-
age fluctuations are treated as uncorrelated, the gates
can have separate filter functions, Fi for δVi, which are
plotted in Fig. 4. The cz gate is practically unaffected
by fluctuations in δV2 since J2 is not driven during the
pulse so only F1 is calculated and plotted. An estimate
of the average infidelity is found by adding together the
integral 1

2π

∫∞
ωir

S(ω)Fi(ω)dω for both error sources δVi.

The power spectral density, S(ω), of the charge noise in-
duced voltage fluctuations is the same for both δVi and
described by

S(ω) =

{
A2

0/ω for ωir ≤ ω ≤ ωcutoff

A2
0ωcutoff/ω

2 for ωcutoff ≤ ω ≤ ∞
(7)

where A0 is the noise strength at 1Hz. Using an estimate
A0 = 1µV , ωcutoff = 100MHz[33] and ωir ≈ 10−3Hz for

NN non-robust iToffoli

Square iToffoli w/o crosstalk

NN robust iToffoli

NN robust CZ

0.01 0.10 1 10

10-4

0.001

0.010

0.100

1

(δV1+δV2)/2 [mV]

1-
F

Robust iT δV1

Robust iT δV2

Non-robust iT δV1

Non-robust iT δV2

Robust CZ δV1

0.01 0.10 1 10 100

1

104

ω [rad x MHz]

ℱ
[(
ra
d
x
M
H
z/
V
)2
]

FIG. 4. Top: Trace infidelity of the gates vs quasistatic fluc-
tuations in average barrier voltage (δV1 + δV2)/2. Bottom:
Filter function of the neural-network designed gates for bar-
rier gate fluctuations δV1 and δV2.

both voltages results in an estimated infidelity as a result
of frequency dependent charge noise of 8.4×10−3 for the
robust cz gate.

C. iToffoli gate

Now we turn to the main results of this work. The
control fields for the non-robust and robust iToffoli gates
are shown in Figs. 5 and 6. The non-robust iToffoli was
implemented in a gate time of 8.5π/Jmax and a peak
driving amplitude of Ω = 0.71//Jmax, which is less than
the imposed constraint Ω ≤ Ωmax = 10MHz. The robust
iToffoli used a gate time of 2π/Jmax and saturated the
amplitude constraint.

1. Change noise analysis

The effect of charge noise is analyzed in the way de-
scribed in section III B 1. In the quasistatic case, we ob-
tain an infidelity below 10−3 for average voltage fluc-
tuations of 0.4mV for the non-robust pulse and 2.1mV
for the robust pulse as shown in Fig. 4. To analyse the
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FIG. 5. Neural network designed control fields vs time for
a non-robust iToffoli gate in the presence of crosstalk. Top:
Exchange amplitudes J1 and J2 as well as driving tone ampli-
tudes Ω1 and Ω3. Bottom: Accompanying phase modulation
of the driving tones ϕ1 and ϕ3.

1/f frequency dependent charge noise, the filter func-
tion formalism was applied again. The filter functions
for both the robust and non-robust neural network de-
signed iToffoli gates, Fi, are plotted in Fig. 4. Using
the same estimates of A0 = 1µV , ωcutoff = 100MHz[33]
and ωir ≈ 10−3Hz for both voltages results in an esti-
mated infidelity as a result of frequency dependent charge
noise of 1.6 × 10−2 for the robust iToffoli, compared to
9.4×10−2 for the non-robust iToffoli. The robust iToffoli
infidelity is almost an order of magnitude lower and this
ratio would also be maintained for devices designed to
have smaller charge noise strengths [34].

2. Bandwidth and time lengths

When considering the pulses discussed above to miti-
gate charge noise, one might worry that the bandwidth
of the control hardware and time length to implement
the pulses can limit their usefulness. However, the ro-
bust iToffoli requires a 3dB bandwidth of only 1.5MHz
to implement and the non-robust iToffoli requires a 3dB
bandwidth of 2.8MHz. The robust iToffoli gate uses less
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FIG. 6. Neural network designed control fields vs time for
charge noise robust iToffoli gate in the presence of crosstalk.
Top: Exchange amplitudes J1 and J2 as well as driving tone
amplitudes Ω1 and Ω3. Bottom: Accompanying phase mod-
ulation of the driving tones ϕ1 and ϕ3.

bandwidth than its non-robust counterpart most likely
because the non-robust iToffoli is carried out on a shorter
timescale. These bandwidths are easily achievable in ex-
periments, where the fast control lines can have band-
widths (after a low-pass filter) on the order of 200MHz
[35].
The total time of the non-robust iToffoli pulse is

8.5π/Jmax ≈ 26.7/Jmax which is only slightly longer than
the previously known iToffoli gate for the case where
crosstalk is not an issue [13], which is approximately
20.6/Jmax long. The length of the generated pulse is
hard to compare to a Toffoli gate synthesized using one-
and two-qubit gates in this three-qubit system with large
crosstalk. This is because there is no straightforward
way to perform the individual one- and two-qubit gates
unless a similar numerical optimization is performed for
each step. But to get a rough (and overly conservative)
estimate, we can compare to the length of a synthesized
Toffoli gate using a three-qubit system without appre-
ciable crosstalk. Using the same maximum driving and
exchange amplitudes as in the optimization, the stan-
dard Toffoli gate synthesized as shown in Fig. 7 will take
≈ 34.4/Jmax if virtual-z gates are used. This is slower
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FIG. 7. Top: the synthesized Toffoli gate using single and
two qubit gates from Ref. [9]. Here H represents a Hadamard
gate while T and S represent π/8 and π/4 phase shift gates.
Bottom: The synthesized Margolus gate using single qubit

π/4 Y rotations, R
π
4
y , and two qubit CNOT gates.

than the optimized pulse even in an environment where
it is easier to create a gate and makes use of ZZ cou-
pling between the first and third qubit which was not di-
rectly available in our Hamiltonian. However, the gates
are not completely comparable since it performs a full
Toffoli gate and not a Toffoli equivalent gate. A more
fair comparison would be with a Toffoli equivalent gate
such as the Margolus gate acting on the middle qubit
with the outer qubits as controls. The gates needed to
synthesize the Margolus gate are shown in Fig. 7. Even
then, the Margolus gate in a system with no crosstalk
would take 20.3/Jmax to complete, which is only slightly
faster than the crosstalk-compensating iToffoli gate. The
robust iToffoli gate took a little over twice as long as the
non-robust version at 62.8/Jmax, but the result is better

fidelity performance over a range of noise strengths.

IV. SUMMARY & CONCLUSION

By numerically optimizing physically informed neu-
ral networks, a set of smooth control field pulses were
found that result in a universal set of gates robust against
charge noise in a three-qubit system with crosstalk. The
gates presented in this work are a robust iToffoli, CZ, X
rotations and a non-robust iToffoli gate. The X gates
were corrected for crosstalk and were automatically ro-
bust against fluctuations in the exchange Ji caused by
charge noise because they required no entangling. The
robust CZ, robust iToffoli and non-robust iToffoli re-
quired more complicated control but maintained an in-
fidelity of 10−3 up to quasistatic average fluctuation
of voltage of 6.0mV, 2.1mV, and 0.4mV (respectively)
which cause exchange fluctuations through the exponen-
tial dependence of J on V . For 1/f frequency-dependent
charge noise, similar order-of-magnitude reductions in in-
fidelity were obtained from the robust shaped pulse iTof-
foli performed better than non-robust shaped and square
pulse iToffolis. The robust pulse required only modest
bandwidth and a time comparable to the most efficient
non-robust iToffoli gates, including those that only apply
to systems without crosstalk.
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