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Benchmarks that concisely summarize the performance of many-qubit quantum computers are essential for
measuring progress towards the goal of useful quantum computation. In this work, we present a benchmarking
framework that is based on quantifying how a quantum computer’s performance on quantum circuits varies as
a function of features of those circuits, such as circuit depth, width, two-qubit gate density, problem input size,
or algorithmic depth. Our featuremetric benchmarking framework generalizes volumetric benchmarking—a
widely-used methodology that quantifies performance versus circuit width and depth—and we show that it
enables richer and more faithful models of quantum computer performance. We demonstrate featuremetric
benchmarking with example benchmarks run on IBM Q and IonQ systems of up to 27 qubits, and we show
how to produce performance summaries from the data using Gaussian process regression. Our data analysis
methods are also of interest in the special case of volumetric benchmarking, as they enable the creation of
intuitive two-dimensional capability regions using data from few circuits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last decade, quantum computing hardware has
advanced from few-qubit physics experiments [1] to 20-400
qubit prototypes of utility-scale quantum computers [2–7].
Contemporary quantum computers can outperform classical
computers on specially designed tasks [2] and, recently, many
of the building-blocks needed for useful quantum computa-
tions have been demonstrated [5, 6, 8–10]. These rapid ad-
vances in quantum computing hardware have been reflected in
the development of a wide range of benchmarks for measuring
system performance [11, 12]. Quantum computers are com-
plex integrated devices, and this complexity necessitates many
distinct and complementary kinds of benchmark, each mea-
suring different aspects of quantum computer performance
[11]. For example, benchmarks can measure the error rates
of one- and two-qubit gates [13–17], the performance of its
circuit compilers [18, 19], or the time taken to complete an
algorithm [20].

Quantum computers obtain their computational power by
executing quantum circuits with sufficiently low error, and so
benchmarks that measure circuit execution capabilities are a
particularly useful way to summarize quantum computer per-
formance [11, 21, 22]. Prominent examples include many
application- and algorithm-based benchmarks [4, 20, 23–42],
mirror circuit benchmarks [22, 43], and the quantum vol-
ume benchmark [44–46]. These circuit-level benchmarks di-
rectly capture the impact of many complex kinds of error that
benchmarks for individual components (e.g., one- and two-
qubit gates) are insensitive to [47–52], including crosstalk
[53, 54] and some non-Markovian errors [52]. However,
whereas most component-level benchmarks measure well-
understood quantities (e.g., gate or layer fidelities [12–17, 47–
51, 55, 56]), from which performance predictions can be made

[22], circuit-level benchmarks simply measure performance
on some, necessarily small, set of circuits. It is often unclear
how to predict the performance of other circuits from those
results—or, in some cases, even how to provide insightful per-
formance summaries from the data.

Volumetric benchmarking [21, 22] is a popular approach
[4, 20, 22, 31, 32] to creating systematic circuit-level bench-
marks that are amenable to simple performance summaries. In
volumetric benchmarking, a quantum computer’s capability
on some circuit family is mapped out as a function of circuit
width (w, the number of qubits) and circuit depth (d). By mea-
suring performance versus circuit shape (w, d), the data can be
simply plotted in the width × depth plane—as shown in the ex-
ample of Fig. 1—producing easily-understood summaries of
performance. However, although volumetric benchmarking
is a simple framework for creating quantum computer bench-
marks and presenting their results, it has some important lim-
itations.

Volumetric benchmarking designates two features of
circuits—their width and depth—as the variables against
which circuit execution capabilities are measured. However,
these two features are not always the most salient for under-
standing performance. This is demonstrated by the adaptation
of volumetric benchmarking to, e.g., plot performance versus
the number of two qubit gates (instead of depth) [4] and the
input problem size for a quantum algorithm (instead of width)
[20]. Other features might be used instead of width or depth
because they are expected to be more predictive of circuit per-
formance, or simply because it is of intrinsic interest to under-
stand how performance varies with these features. Further-
more, measuring performance versus only two features is mo-
tivated primarily by the convenience with which that data can
be visualized (e.g., see Fig. 1), and it is well-known that the
performance of contemporary quantum computers does not
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depend only on circuit width and depth—or any two features
of circuits.

No small set of circuit features is likely to be entirely pre-
dictive of overall execution error, but it is plausible that a
small set of features will explain the majority of the variation
in circuit error, enabling concise yet predictive summaries of
performance. This could be explored with a general feature-
based approach to quantum computer benchmarking, in which
performance versus χ-many different features is mapped out,
and we introduce such a framework herein.

Extending volumetric benchmarking to a general feature-
based approach to designing quantum computer benchmarks
requires new ways to summarize those benchmark results. In
volumetric benchmarking, data are simply plotted in the width
× depth plane (and sometimes simplified into quantities such
as binary “capability regions” [11, 12, 22]). This has limita-
tions even in the setting of two features, because it requires
running many circuits to create performance summaries like
that of Fig. 1. But it fails for χ ≥ 3 features, as it is not fea-
sible to measure performance at each feature value in even a
moderately dense χ-dimensional grid. Furthermore, it is not
possible to summarize the results by simply plotting the data
in a χ dimensional space.

In this paper, we introduce a general framework for
circuit-feature-based benchmarking of quantum computers
and we propose methods for creating performance summaries
from these benchmarks’ data. Our first contribution is a foun-
dational framework—featuremetric benchmarking—for how
to benchmark quantum computer performance as a function
of circuit features, together with applying this framework to
benchmark IBM Q and IonQ systems using simple examples.
We suggest some possible circuit features to use, but we do
not attempt to provide a comprehensive list.

Our second contribution is to define the featuremetric
benchmarking data analysis problem, and to explore one
method for addressing it. This also provides new insights for
the special case of volumetric benchmarking, i.e. the case of
two features. The featuremetric benchmarking data analysis
problem is an interpolation and extrapolation problem in χ di-
mensions, which is a ubiquitous problem in science. There
are many machine learning (ML) techniques to address it;
in this work, we focus on Gaussian process (GP) regression
[57], including both standard GP regression and a version of
GP regression designed to approximate monotonic functions
[58]. GP regression is a widely used non-parametric method
for learning an approximate model from data and it is well
suited to interpolation in low dimensions (small χ) and with
data from few circuits[57]. We anticipate this regime to be the
most likely in which featuremetric benchmarking is applied.
GP regression is therefore a promising approach to analyzing
the featuremetric benchmarking data, and, in the setting of
volumetric benchmarking, we find that GPs can reproduce a
volumetric benchmarking plot with high accuracy using much
less data.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section II
reviews capability functions [52, 59, 60], with which we for-

(a) (b)

Figure 1. Volumetric benchmarking of ibmq montreal. (a) The
results of a volumetric benchmark run on a 27-qubit IBM quan-
tum computer (ibmq montreal). This plot shows the mean success
probability of randomized mirror circuits versus circuit shape (circuit
width w and benchmark depth [50] d). (b) Histograms of the success
probabilities of the 20 circuits of each shape that were run, for a
selection of circuit shapes. Each circuit’s success probability was es-
timated from 1024 executions of that circuit, so the differences seen
here are statistically significant. This demonstrates that, although the
volumetric benchmarking plot of (a) shows mean performance as a
function of circuit width and depth, two circuits with the same width
and depth can have significantly different success probabilities.

malize our problem, and volumetric benchmarking. Sec-
tion III presents featuremetric benchmarking, i.e., our general
framework for capability benchmarking based on circuit fea-
tures. Section IV presents examples of featuremetric bench-
marks, and the IBM Q and IonQ datasets used in the follow
section. Section V discusses the problem of how to analyze
featuremetric benchmarking data, and presents our GP regres-
sion methods for doing so. We discuss avenues for improving
the framework in Section VI.
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II. BACKGROUND

A. Capability learning

The purpose of many quantum computer benchmarks, in-
cluding our framework and volumetric benchmarking, can be
elegantly formalized in terms of quantum capability learning
[52, 59, 60]. Throughout this work, we assume that a quan-
tum computer is stable, i.e., we ignore the presence of slow
drift and other time-varying errors that are common in con-
temporary quantum computers [61]. This is convenient be-
cause it implies that performance on a particular quantum cir-
cuit c is a constant, well-defined property of that system. In-
stability causes both foundational and practical problems in
benchmarking that are considered elsewhere [22, 59].

The foundational objects that define quantum capability
learning are:

1. A circuit set C.

2. A performance metric s : C → R, which we call a
capability function.

The circuit set C contains all the circuits whose performance
(on some real quantum computing system) we are interested
in. C could be the set of all circuits that are implementable
using the native gates of a particular system, or the set of all
Clifford circuits, or a set containing circuits that implement a
particular algorithm. Circuits can be defined at many levels
of abstraction [11, 21], e.g., circuits can be defined in terms
of high-level many-qubit operations (like an n-qubit quantum
Fourier transform) or the low-level gates for a particular sys-
tem, and different amounts and kinds of compilation can be
permitted before executing a circuit. Featuremetric bench-
marking is intended to be applicable to circuits defined at all
levels of abstraction and with all levels of compilation free-
dom, and so we will only discuss the circuit abstraction level
further when relevant, such as within our examples.

The capability function s(c) quantifies how well a circuit
c ∈ C was or could be executed on a particular system. Exam-
ples for s that are commonly used include success probability
[22, 59] for definite-outcome circuits, like those of random-
ized benchmarking, process fidelity [59, 60, 62], and classical
fidelity (also known as Hellinger fidelity) [31].

Our featuremetric benchmarking framework is designed
for probing s(c) with arbitrary choices for C and s, i.e., it can
be stated for general s and C. However, it is based on esti-
mating s(ci) for each circuit ci in some (small) set of circuits
{ci}, and so it is necessary to be able to efficiently estimate
s(ci), i.e., the total resources needed to estimate s(c) should
not be so large as to be impractical. This is not the case for
all choices of s and C, e.g., estimating the classical fidelity of
a circuit c general requires classically simulating c, which is
infeasible for general circuits, as well as many repetitions of
c. In our examples of featuremetric benchmarking, we use the
following two choices for s and C.

1. Success probability and mirror circuits

We consider capability learning with a circuit set C con-
taining only mirror circuits [22, 50, 51, 63] and the capability
function s given by success probability. Mirror circuits are a
kind of definite-outcome circuit. That is, each circuit c ∈ C
is associated with a single bit string xc such that every execu-
tion of c will return xc if c is run without errors. One natural
capability function for definite-outcome circuits (which is ill-
defined for general circuits) is the success probability. This is
defined by

s(c) = Pc(xc), (1)

where Pc(x) denotes the probability that circuit c returns the
bit string x. This is easily estimated from data obtained from
finitely many executions of c, with the natural estimator being

ŝ(c) =
# of times xc is output by c

N
, (2)

where N is the number of executions of c. This is the defini-
tion for the capability function, and the method for estimating
its value, used in our experiments on IBM Q. The particular
class of mirror circuits we use is discussed in Section IV.

2. Process fidelity and general Clifford circuits

We will also consider capability learning with a circuit set
containing circuits that contain only Clifford gates but are oth-
erwise general, together wtih the capability function given by
process fidelity. Process fidelity is a widely-used metric for
quantifying the error in the quantum evolution implemented
by a quantum circuit (or gate) [12], and, unlike success proba-
bility, it is well-defined for general circuits. Process fidelity is
also known as entanglement fidelity, and, for an n-qubit circuit
c, it is defined by

F(c) = ⟨φ|(I ⊗ E(c))[|φ⟩⟨φ|]|φ⟩. (3)

Here E(c) = Λ(c)U†(c) is the circuit c’s error map, where
U(c) is the superoperator representation of the unitary that c
ideally implements and Λ(c) is the superoperator represent-
ing the imperfect evolution actually implemented, and φ is
any maximally entangled state of 2n qubits [12]. Note that
F is equal to a linear rescaling of average gate set fidelity F̄,
which is another widely-used metric for error [12]. Therefore,
learning an approximation for F(c) is equivalent to learning an
approximation for F̄(c).

The process fidelity with which a circuit c is executed
cannot be reliably estimated by simply running c. Instead,
we require a more complex procedure for estimating s(c), in
which c is embedded within other circuits. There is a tech-
nique for efficiently estimating s(ci) for (almost) arbitrary cir-
cuits ci: mirror circuit fidelity estimation (MCFE) [62]. How-
ever, in this work, we choose to focus on Clifford circuits in
our experiments for learning F(c), on an IonQ system. For
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Clifford circuits, there is an alternative and even more effi-
cient method for estimating F(c): An adaptation to direct fi-
delity estimation (DFE) [64, 65] introduced in Ref. [66] that
we will call SPAM-error-robust DFE (SR-DFE). SR-DFE re-
quires running fewer circuits than MCFE, and it is described
in Appendix A.

B. Volumetric benchmarking

Volumetric benchmarking [21, 22] is a framework for
benchmarking quantum computers, rather than a specific
benchmark. It is a scheme for constructing benchmarking cir-
cuits and summarizing the data obtained. A volumetric bench-
mark consists of running circuits of varied widths and depths,
and then plotting observed performance in the width × depth
plane—which we will call a volumetric benchmarking plot—
as demonstrated in Figure 1a.

A specific volumetric benchmark is defined by a circuit
family Cw,d ⊂ C, indexed by circuit width (w, i.e., the number
of qubits) and depth (d), and a capability function s(c). Exam-
ples of circuit families for which a volumetric benchmark can
be defined include the quantum volume circuits [43, 44], ran-
domized mirror circuits [22, 50, 51] (which we used in the ex-
periments summarized in Figure 1), or the circuits from many
algorithms, as in the benchmarking suite developed by mem-
bers of the QED-C [31]. Applying a volumetric benchmark
to a quantum computer consists of picking a range of circuit
shapes (w, d), selecting specific circuits for each shape (e.g.,
via sampling from a distribution) from Cw,d, and running them
(or closely related circuits) to estimate s(c) for each circuit c.

Volumetric benchmarking is simple and intuitive, but it
has some important limitations that stem from its descriptive
rather than predictive quality. The central tenant of volumet-
ric benchmarking is to plot circuit performance versus circuit
shape. However, not all circuits with the same shape within a
family necessary have the same performance. Figure 1a shows
the mean success probability of 20 different randomized mir-
ror circuits of each shape, but there is significant variation in
the success probabilities for circuits of the same shape, as
shown in Fig. 1b. This limits the predictive power of a vol-
umetric benchmarking plot, as, given some circuit of interest
c ∈ C, the mean success probability shown in Fig. 1 at c’s
width and depth will generally inaccurately predict c’s suc-
cess probability.

Circuit width and depth are just two possible features of
a circuit, and additional (or different) features might result in
lower variance in the performance of circuits with the same
values for those features, and therefore enable more accurate
predictions of performance. This is the central idea that moti-
vates the featuremetric benchmarking framework.

III. FEATUREMETRIC BENCHMARKING

We now introduce our featuremetric benchmarking frame-
work. Featuremetric benchmarking consists of

(i) picking a small set of circuit features of interest, e.g.,
that we anticipate will be approximately predictive of
s(c),

(ii) varying the values of those circuit features and sampling
circuits for them, and

(iii) running those circuits to observe how s(c) depends on
our features.

In this section, we introduce each of the concepts needed
to describe featuremetric benchmarking more precisely (Sec-
tions III A-III D), leading to a more technical statement of
the above procedure (Section III E). Readers who are satis-
fied with the above description of featuremetric benchmarking
may wish to skip to Section IV.

A. Circuit features

The foundational concept in featuremetric benchmarking
is the circuit feature, and so we now define this concept. A
circuit feature is simply a function f : C → R. It takes a
circuit and computes a number f (c) that partially describes
that circuit. Any such function defines a valid circuit feature,
and a very large number of features will completely describe
each c ∈ C. In our context, we are interested in a small set of
circuit features that are approximately predictive of s(c), i.e.,
if we know only the values of those features for a circuit c
we can predict s(c) with reasonable accuracy. This means that
we are interested in circuit features that are predictive of the
amount of error that occurs when c is executed.

It is not currently clear whether it is possible to reliably
predict s(c) from a small set of features, or what good features
are [11]. In principle, the most predictive features will depend
on the quantum computer being modeled, but it is plausible
that a small, fixed set of features will be sufficient to predict
s(c) in many systems. Examples of interesting circuit features
that tend to be somewhat predictive of s(c) include:

1. The depth d(c) of c, which is the number of layers of
gates in c (and which is one of the two features used in
volumetric benchmarking)

2. The width w(c) of c, which is the number of qubits on
which c acts (and which is the other feature used in vol-
umetric benchmarking).

3. The number of two-qubit gates N2Q(c) in c, or their
density ξ2Q(c) = 2N2Q(c)/(w(c)d(c)). Density is often
more convenient than N2Q(c) because interesting cir-
cuit classes can be defined in which ξ2Q(c), width and
depth can be varied independently (whereas for interest-
ing circuit classes N2Q(c) will typically grow with width
and depth).

4. The number of single-qubit gates N1Q(c) in c, or their
density ξ1Q(c) = N1Q(c)/(w(c)d(c)).

5. The number of mid-circuit measurements NMCM(c) in
c, or their density ξMCM(c) = nMCMNMCM(c)/(w(c)d(c))
where nMCM is the number of qubits on which each mid-
circuit measurement acts.
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6. Whether or not qubit q is acted on by c, which can be
formalized in the function Aq(c) ∈ {0, 1}. For a system
with n qubits, denoted by q = 1, . . . , n, the n features
A1(c), A2(c), . . . , An(c) together specify which qubits c
acts on.

Other examples of circuit features are given by Tomesh et
al. [26].

Precisely defining a particular circuit feature is sometimes
challenging, e.g., seemingly intuitive circuit features such as
circuit depth can be defined in a variety of reasonable ways
(see Refs. [21, 22] for detailed discussions of this). Simi-
larly, a feature may only be well-defined for circuits defined
at a particular level of abstraction. For example, qubit labels
in a high-level circuit are typically arbitrary place-holders as
that circuit must be compiled into a particularly systems na-
tive gates and assigned to physical qubits (sometimes called
“qubit routing”), so the Ai(c) features are arguably ill-defined
for high-level circuits.

B. Circuit pseudo-features

There is another, complementary notion for a circuit
feature—a circuit pseudo-feature—that we also find to be use-
ful in practice. A benchmark is often specified using a (clas-
sical) algorithm A for constructing or sampling circuits and,
in general, this algorithm is parameterized by some variables
w⃗. For example, we might be interested in creating a fea-
turemetric benchmark that studies s(c) for a family of quan-
tum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) circuits for
the graph MaxCut problem. The classical algorithm for con-
structing these circuits will be parameterized by a variety of
parameters within the QAOA algorithm itself as well as var-
ious implementation details. Parameters include the size of
the problem graph and the number of QAOA layers (typically
denoted p) [20]. Neither the problem graph or p are strictly
circuit features, as they are not functions of the produced cir-
cuit c. In our examples in Section IV, we will encounter an-
other example of a pseudo-feature: the mean ξ2Q for a circuit
ensemble.

The parameters w⃗ of a circuit-generating algorithm A are
not necessarily true circuit features, because from a circuit
c produced by A there might not be a function fi such that
fi(c) = wi, i.e., we cannot uniquely identify each wi given c.
s(c) can only depend on true features of c—i.e., it does not
matter how c was created—but circuit pseudo-features are of-
ten closely related to true circuit features (e.g., QAOA’s p is
closely related to circuit depth). Furthermore, it is common in
benchmarking to ask how performance varies with quantities
such as algorithmic depth [20, 31], or with Trotter step size for
Hamiltonian simulation circuits [67]. It is therefore useful to
include pseudo-features within the featuremetric benchmark-
ing framework. Throughout the rest of this paper, we distin-
guish between true circuit features and circuit pseudo-features
only when this distinction is critical.

C. Feature vectors

In featuremetric benchmarking we vary the values of some
set of features, and we denote our chosen features by f1, f2,
. . . , fχ (so χ is the number of features) and we arrange them
into a vector

f⃗ = ( f1, f2, . . . , fχ). (4)

Each feature fi can take on some set of values Ii ⊆ R (i.e.,
Ii is fi’s image). For example, the circuit width w(c) must
be a positive integer, and it is often interesting to consider a
circuit set C such that the circuit width w(c) takes all values in
{1, 2, . . . , n} where n is the number of qubits available.

In featuremetric benchmarking, we select M different fea-
ture vectors v⃗1, v⃗2, . . . , v⃗M from I = I1 × I2 · · · Iχ, and run cir-
cuits based on those feature vectors. Below we discuss how
we pick circuits to run given a feature vector v⃗, but first we
briefly discuss how we select the M vectors v⃗i. In volumetric
benchmarking, χ = 2 and the feature vectors are systemati-
cally varied through some 2-dimensional grid of values (see
Figure 1). For a grid with k divisions, the number of required
feature vectors M scales as M = O(kχ) and so this is not fea-
sible except for very small χ. However, many alternative ap-
proaches for selecting our feature vectors exist, such as sam-
pling from a distribution over I. The merits of a particular
strategy are intrinsically linked to what exactly we aim to ex-
tract from the data. We discuss some example strategies in
Section V.

D. Sampling circuits from feature vectors

Given a feature vector v⃗, we must select circuits to run. In
featuremetric benchmarking, we sample circuits from a user-
chosen distribution Pv⃗ over C that is parameterized by v⃗ (or, in
the case of pseudo-features, Pv⃗ is defined over the set of cir-
cuits produced byA with those pseudo-features). We say that
Pv⃗ is user-chosen because, just like volumetric benchmarking,
featuremetric benchmarking is designed to encompass bench-
marks based on many different kinds of circuits—e.g., ran-
domized mirror circuits [22, 50, 51, 63], periodic mirror cir-
cuits [22], quantum-volume-like circuits [43, 44, 68], QAOA
circuits, and brickwork circuits like those of cross-entropy
benchmarking [69]. The circuit type is encoded into Pv⃗ (as
well as C). But Pv⃗ cannot be arbitrarily chosen, because the
point of featuremetric benchmarking is that we are aiming to
explore how our circuit family’s performance varies with our
feature vector v⃗.

The simplest and most intuitive property to require of Pv⃗ is
that any circuit sampled from Pv⃗ has the value v⃗ for the feature
f⃗ , i.e., if c is sampled from Pv⃗ then

f⃗ (c) = v⃗, (5)

with certainty, where

f⃗ (c) ≡ ( f1(c), f2(c), . . . , fχ(c)) ∈ I. (6)
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Figure 2. Randomized mirror circuits. A diagram of the random-
ized mirror circuits used in two of our example featuremetric bench-
marks, both of which we ran on IBM Q systems. These particu-
lar randomized mirror circuits contain only Clifford gates (Ci, with
i = 0, 1, . . . , 23, denote the 24 single-qubit Clifford gates). They have
a variable width, depth, and mean density of two-qubit gates.

However, this requirement turns out to be too strong in prac-
tice, because it is easy to come up with interesting choices
for f⃗ where we cannot find any circuit that satisfies Eq. (5)
for some feature vectors v⃗. Consider the feature set of width
w(c), depth d(c), and two-qubit gate density ξ2Q(c). For small
widths and depths, ξ2Q(c) is restricted to a small set of val-
ues, e.g., for w(c) = 2 and d(c) = 2 the only possible values
for ξ2Q(c) are 1, 0.5, and 0. This means that we cannot inde-
pendently vary our three features and exactly satisfy Eq. (5).
For large w and d, ξ2Q is approximately continuous and can
be varied independently of wd, but this is never exactly true.
Additionally, we are sometimes interested in relatively small
wd, so we instead specify a condition on Pv⃗ that we can satisfy
exactly.

We require that Pv⃗ is a distribution for which the expected
value of f⃗ for circuits sampled from Pv⃗ is v⃗. That is, if C is
distributed according to Pv⃗ (so C is a circuit-valued random
variable) then

E( fi(C)) = vi. (7)

Where possible, however, it is typically more useful if we sat-
isfy Eq. (5). Or, stated more generally, it is preferable to keep
the variance of each fi(C) small. This is because we are typi-
cally interested in whether the features f⃗ are sufficient to pre-
dict s(c) for a circuit c, and we can only test this directly if we
run multiple circuits with the same v⃗ (or very nearly the same
v⃗).

E. The featuremetric benchmarking method

We now have introduced all of the components needed to
precisely state the featuremetric benchmarking methodology.
A featuremetric benchmark is defined by

1. A set of χ features f⃗ = ( f1, f2, . . . , fχ).

2. A procedure for selecting M feature vectors v⃗1 , v⃗2, . . . ,
v⃗M .

3. A probability distribution Pv⃗ over C, from which we
sample K circuits for each v⃗i.

The circuit sampling process described above creates a set of
MK circuits, {ci, j}, where ci, j is the jth circuit sampled from

the distribution Pv⃗i , i.e., with the ith value for the feature vec-
tor.

A featuremetric benchmarking experiment consists of run-
ning circuits to estimate s(ci, j) for each of our circuits ci, j. This
can simply mean executing each ci, j circuit N ≫ 1 times, as
is the case for the two IBM Q data sets that we present (for
those data sets s is success probability and it is estimated via
Eq. (2)). However, more generally, s(ci, j) might be measured
indirectly, by running some other closely-related circuits—as
is the case if s is process fidelity and s is estimated via mir-
ror circuit fidelity estimation [62], Cliffordization [66, 70], or
direct fidelity estimation [64, 65].

IV. EXAMPLE FEATUREMETRIC BENCHMARKS

We now demonstrate featuremetric benchmarking with
three experiments that we ran on IBM Q and IonQ cloud-
access quantum computers.

A. Featuremetric benchmarking with two features

Featuremetric benchmarking is a generalization of volu-
metric benchmarking, and our first example of a featuremet-
ric benchmark is also a volumetric benchmark. We include
this example because our techniques for analyzing feature-
metric benchmarking data (Section V) are also of interest
for the special case of volumetric benchmarking (and they
are particular easy to visualize in this case). Our example
of volumetric benchmarking consists of running randomized
mirror circuits [22, 50, 51, 63], and we ran this volumetric
benchmark on ibmq montreal, a cloud-accessible 27-qubit
transmon-based quantum computer (this experiment was per-
formed in July 2021, with the data also used in Refs. [12, 52]).
We now describe this volumetric benchmark in detail, as it is
illustrative of our framework and we will build on it in our
later, more complex, examples. IBM Q’s calibration data for
ibmq montreal, at the time of this experiment, are provided
in Appendix D.

Randomized mirror circuits are mirror circuits with ran-
dom layers [22, 50, 51] and various easily-controllable circuit
features that include their width and depth. There are many
possible kinds of randomized mirror circuits, and so we de-
scribe the particular family we use (which are the same as
some of those used in Ref. [22, 50]). These particular random-
ized mirror circuits contain only Clifford gates and, for a set of
qubits Q, are defined by a method SQ for sampling a random
layer of gates to apply to Q. Given such a sampling method
SQ, a benchmark depth d randomized mirror circuit consists
of (i) d/4 layers of gates independently sampled using SQ, fol-
lowed by those layers in reverse with each gate replaced with
its inverse, (ii) layers of uniformly random Pauli gates inter-
leaved in between all d/2 layers, and (iii) an initial layer of
uniformly-random single-qubit Clifford gates, and its inverse
at the end of the circuit [71]. The structure of our randomized
mirror circuits is shown in Fig. 2.
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Figure 3. A simple featuremetric benchmark summarized in volumetric benchmarking plots (ibmq algiers). An example of a simple
featuremetric benchmark, with three features, in which the data can be summarized with three volumetric benchmarking plots, which we ran
on ibmq algiers. This featuremetric benchmark consists of varying three circuit features: circuit width (w), circuit depth (d), and two-qubit
gate density (ξ2Q), and we systematically varied the features (w, d, ξ2Q) over a three-dimensional grid of values {2, 3, . . . , 27} × {2k}i=2,3,...10 ×

{0, 1/8, 1/4} (except that feature vectors with large depths and widths were discarded, with the particular values discarded implied by the
missing data in the plot). Because ξ2Q took only three discrete values (0, 1/8 and 1/4), and we systematically varied both circuit width and
depth, we can represent the results in three volumetric benchmarking plots—one for each value of ξ2Q—as shown here. The circuits used
were randomized mirror circuits, and, as in the volumetric benchmarking results for ibmq montreal shown in Figure 1, we plot the mean
success probability of all K = 10 randomized mirror circuits run at each feature value. We observe substantial changes in the circuits’ success
probabilities as we vary χ2Q. For example, at (w, d) = (14, 64) the mean success probabilities for χ2Q = 0, 1/8, and 1/4 are (51 ± 2)%,
(19 ± 4)%, and (7 ± 2)%, respectively, where, here and throughout, error bars are the standard error calculated using a bootstrap. This implies
that our choice to vary two-qubit gate density, in addition to circuit width and depth, will increase the predictive accuracy of a model for circuit
performance based around interpolating these results.

In our experiments, our method for sampling layers (SQ)
is as follows. A layer of gates is constructed so that, on av-
erage, it contains a density of two-qubit gates of 2ξ. Two-
qubit gates are only applied between qubits in Q that are con-
nected [72]—the circuits are specifically designed for the sys-
tem being benchmarked. All qubits not acted on by a two-
qubit gate are assigned an independent and uniformly random
single-qubit gate from the set of all 24 single-qubit Clifford
gates. This means that a randomized mirror circuit sampled
in this way has an average two-qubit gate density of ξ [73]. ξ

is a parameter of the circuit sampling (it is a circuit psuedo-
feature) and so is Q (as described in Section III A, this can
be represented by n circuit features). We therefore denote the
sampling distribution by Prmc,(w,d,ξ2Q,Q). In these experiments
we vary only two circuit features—width and depth—so we
fix ξ to ξ = 1/4 and we pick the qubit set Q to be the first w
qubits of the system Q1:w = {q1, . . . , qw} (according to IBM’s
labeling of their qubits). That is, we sample circuits from
Prmc,(w,d,0.25,Q1:w).
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We vary the features (w, d) over a two-dimensional grid of
values:

v⃗ ∈ {2, 3, . . . , 27} × {2k}i=2,3,...12. (8)

We include all such values for v⃗ except that we exclude some
of the larger depths for larger widths (Figure 1 implies the
widths and depths that we included). At each feature vector
value, (w, d), we sample K = 20 randomized mirror circuits
to run on the first w qubits of ibmq montreal, using the pro-
cedure described above. Each circuit is repeated N = 1024
times to estimate its success probability (using Eq. (2)). The
resulting data is summarized in the volumetric benchmarking
plot of Figure 1.

B. Three features: width, depth, and two-qubit gate density

We now present an example of a featuremetric benchmark
with three circuit features, which is a simple generalization
of the volumetric benchmark described above. In many con-
temporary quantum computing systems, two-qubit gates have
much higher error rates than single-qubit gates, and in those
systems the density of two-qubit gates in a circuit ξ2Q will
have a substantial effect on that circuit’s error rate. Therefore,
ξ2Q is a natural candidate for a circuit feature with which to
define a featuremetric benchmark, in addition to circuit depth
and width. We design a featuremetric benchmark based on
randomized mirror circuits using the three-dimensional fea-
ture vector (w, d, ξ2Q), to run on ibmq algiers, which is a
27-qubit system similar to ibmq montreal.

We vary the features (w, d, ξ2Q) over a three-dimensional
grid of values:

v⃗ ∈ {2, 3, . . . , 27} × {2k}i=2,3,...10 × {0, 1/8, 1/4}. (9)

We include all such values for v⃗ except that we exclude some
of the larger depths for larger widths (Figure 3 shows the
widths and depths that we included). At each feature vec-
tor value, we sample randomized mirror circuits with those
circuit features. These randomized mirror circuits had the
same structure as those in Section IV A, i.e., they are defined
by the same distribution over circuits P(w,d,ξ2Q),W1:w but now
with ξ2Q varied. We ran this benchmark on ibmq algiers
with K = 10 randomized mirror circuits at each feature
value. Each circuit was executed 1024 times, and, as with
ibmq montreal, width w circuits were run on the first w
qubits of ibmq algiers, using IBM’s labeling of this sys-
tem’s qubits. IBM Q’s calibration data for ibmq algiers, at
the time of this experiment, are provided in Appendix D.

In this featuremetric benchmark we are (almost) exhaus-
tively varying χ features over a χ-dimensional grid of αi dif-
ferent values for feature i, which means running circuits with∏χ

i=1 αi different feature values. The number of circuits to
run therefore grows very quickly with χ, and even in this
example—with only χ = 3 and only three values (i.e., αi = 3)
for one of our three features—the number of feature vector
values is fairly large. Specifically, in our experiment we ran

circuits at 531 different feature vector values, with K = 10 cir-
cuits at each feature value, for a total of 5310 circuits. Below,
we introduce an approach to designing featuremetric bench-
marking experiments that enables running circuits with fewer
feature values. However, one advantage of this experiment de-
sign is that we can easily visualize the data using three volu-
metric benchmarking plots—one for each value of ξ2Q. These
plots are shown in Figure 3, which show the mean success
probability for the K = 10 randomized mirror circuits run at
each feature vector value.

We observe that the success probabilities of equal-shape
circuits vary significantly as ξ2Q varies. For example, at
(w, d) = (14, 64) the mean success probabilities for χ2Q = 0,
1/8, and 1/4 are (51 ± 2)%, (19 ± 4)%, and (7 ± 2)%, re-
spectively. Here and throughout, error bars are the standard
error (1σ) calculated using a bootstrap. A dependency on ξ2Q
is unsurprising, due to the significant difference between the
error rates of one-qubit and two-qubit gates in contemporary
IBM Q systems, but quantifying this dependency was enabled
by the framework of featuremetric benchmarking, whereas it
is ignored by volumetric benchmarks. Varying the two-qubit
gate density, in addition to circuit width and depth, enables
an increase in the predictive accuracy of a model for circuit
performance based around interpolating these results.

In this benchmark, the two-qubit gate density ξ2Q is a cir-
cuit pseudo-feature (see Section III B). The two-qubit gate
density parameterizes the distribution from which the circuits
were sampled P(w,d,ξ2Q,Q1:w), and the mean two-qubit gate den-
sity of circuits sampled from P(w,d,ξ2Q,Q1:w) is ξ2Q, but each cir-
cuit sampled from P(w,d,ξ2Q,Q1:w) does not generally have a two-
qubit gate density of ξ2Q. In our next example, we present a
featuremetric benchmark in which two-qubit gate density is a
true circuit feature.

C. Three features with random sampling

Our final example featuremetric benchmark consists of
varying the same three features—width, depth, and two-qubit
gate density—but we choose the values of our features (quasi)
randomly. Furthermore, we use a circuit ensemble containing
random Clifford circuits that do not have a definite outcome
(so they do not have a well-defined success probability), with
the circuit’s process fidelity as our capability function. The
process fidelity of each selected circuit is estimated using SR-
DFE (see Section II A 2).

The random circuits we use contain d randomly sampled
layers of one- and two-qubit Clifford gates gates. For a given
feature vector (w, d, ξ2Q), we sample a width-w circuit with d
layers that deterministically contains wdξ2Q/2 two-qubit gates
(except that we round this to an integer, if necessary), resulting
in a two-qubit gate density of ξ2Q. Therefore, in this feature-
metric benchmark, two-qubit gate density is a true circuit fea-
ture instead of a pseudo-feature, i.e., all circuits sampled from
this benchmark’s P(w,d,ξ2Q) have the value of (w, d, ξ2Q) for our
three features, rather than just this value in expectation. To
achieve this, our circuits cannot contain independently sam-
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Figure 4. A three-dimensional featuremetric benchmark (Forte1). The results of a three-dimensional featuremetric benchmark run on 20
qubits of IonQ’s Forte1 cloud-access system. In this benchmark, we measured the process fidelities F of random circuits versus three circuit
features: width, depth, and two-qubit gate density. In the central panel, we show the mean estimated F at each feature vector value v⃗ (we
selected and measured the process fidelities of 30 circuits at each v⃗) versus the three feature values. We also show three different 2-dimensional
projections of the data, each consisting of discarding one of the three features. In this benchmark, feature vectors were selected quasirandomly,
using a Sobol sequence, so as to more uniformly “fill up” the 3-dimensional feature space than is typical with (pseudo)randomly sampled
feature vectors.

pled layers. Instead, we first randomly select locations within
the circuit to include two-qubit gates, and populate all other
circuit locations. This strategy results in circuits whose ran-
dom layers have the same marginal distributions, but are not
independent.

Instead of exhaustively varying our feature vector as in
our previous examples, we only sample values for v⃗ here.
The simplest sampling strategy is (pseudo-)random sampling
from Rχ (or, more precisely, from f⃗ ’s range). However, a
set of independent, randomly-sampled χ-dimensional vectors
are typically “clustered”, i.e., they do not evenly fill the χ-
dimensional space from which they are sampled, with this
clustering problem increasing as χ increases. So, instead, we
select v⃗ quasirandomly, i.e., we choose our K feature vectors
v⃗1, v⃗2, . . . , v⃗K from a quasirandom sequence [74]. Heuristi-
cally, a quasirandom sequence is a sequence that looks ran-
dom except that the points are much more evenly distributed
than in a typical random sequence. This strategy for selecting
our feature vectors therefore enables a more sample-efficient
experiment.

Because we expect circuit fidelity to decay approximately
exponentially in both circuit width and depth, we more uni-
formly explore different circuit fidelity values if the loga-

rithms of circuit width and depth are evenly spaced between
some minimum and maximum. We therefore choose to se-
lect vectors (wlog, dlog, ξ2Q) from a Sobol sequence [75] on
[wmin,log,wmax,log]×[dmin,log, dmax,log]×[ξmin,2Q, ξmax,2Q] and set
our feature vector to (w, d, ξ2Q) = (2wlog , 2dlog , ξ2Q) (with width
and depth rounded to the nearest integer). A Sobol sequence
is one of the many possible quasirandom sequences. The pa-
rameters wmin,log, wmax,log, dmin,log, dmax,log, ξmin,2Q, and ξmax,2Q
control the minimum and maximum possible value for each
feature, and in the featuremetric benchmark that we ran we
set them so that the minimum and maximum circuit widths
were 2 and 20, respectively, the minimum and maximum cir-
cuit depths were 2 and 128, respectively, and the minimum
and maximum two-qubit gate densities were 0 and 1/2, respec-
tively. The quasirandom feature vectors used in our experi-
ment are shown in Figure 4.

We performed this benchmarking on IonQ’s Forte1, a
cloud-accessible trapped-ion quantum processor with up to 36
qubits and coherence time (T2) up to 1 second. The medians
of its single-qubit gate error rates, two-qubit gate error rates,
and SPAM error rates are 0.03%, 0.75%, and 0.43%, respec-
tively. Gate durations are 130 µs for single-qubit gates and
970 µs for two-qubit gates. We selected K = 30 circuits to
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run at each of 256 different feature vector values. Together
with the SPAM error reference circuits used in SR-DFE (see
Section II A 2), this resulted 2 × 30 × 256 = 15360 circuits
to execute. Each circuit was repeated 200 times, and each
circuit’s process fidelity was estimated using the analysis of
SR-DFE.

Figure 4 shows the estimated mean process fidelities at
each of the 256 different feature values, obtained in this exper-
iment. In the main panel of Fig. 4, we show the estimate cir-
cuit fidelities versus the circuit’s features, in the 3-dimensional
feature space. Figure 4 also shows the three projections of this
data into 2-dimensions obtained by discarding one of the three
features. We observe that if we discard any of the three circuit
features we reduce our ability to predict a circuit’s process fi-
delity: each 2-dimensional projection is not monotonic, i.e.,
the values of the process fidelities do not uniformly decrease
with increasing feature values. This is most significant when
we discard either circuit width or depth, but is also true for the
case of discarding two-qubit gate density. The 3-dimensional
data is also not statistically consistent with a monotonic de-
cay in process fidelity with increase feature values, but it is
much closer to being monotonic than any of the 2-dimensional
projects.

We quantify consistency with monotonicity in Fig. 5,
where we show a simple metric for how monotonic our dataset
is, as well as how monotonic each 2-dimensional projection
is. For each feature value v⃗ = (w, d, ξ2Q) with observed pro-
cess fidelity Fv⃗, we compute the minimum δv⃗ of Fv⃗′ − Fv⃗
over all feature vectors v⃗′ = (w′, d′, ξ′2Q) that are strictly
smaller than v⃗ (i.e., w′ ≤ w, d′ ≤ d, ξ2Q ≤ ξ2Q and at least
one feature is strictly smaller). We do the same for each 2-
dimensional project, whereby we ignore one of the three fea-
tures. Fig. 5 shows a histogram of δv⃗, as well as its value
for the 2-dimensional projections (δ(w,d), δ(w,ξ2Q), and δ(d,ξ2Q)).
Negative values of δv⃗ correspond to feature values for which
a smaller process fidelity was observed for a smaller value of
the feature vector. We observe that the data is almost mono-
tonic when using all three features (red histogram), but it is
not statistically consistent with monotonicity: for some fea-
ture vectors δv⃗ is negative and statistically inconsistent with
zero (e.g., for one feature vector δv⃗ = (−4 ± 1)%, where the
uncertainty is the standard error, so this δ is four σ incon-
sistent with being non-negative, and there are 248 different
events—i.e., features—so we would not expect to see a 4-
sigma event by chance). However, when we discard any of
the three features, we find that the data is far from consistent
with monotonicity (blue, orange, and green histograms).

V. FEATUREMETRIC CAPABILITY MODELS

We now present methods for analyzing featuremetric
benchmarking data, to create performance summaries and pre-
dictive capability models, and we apply these methods to the
data sets described above. The techniques we present in this
section are designed for general featuremetric benchmarking
data, but they are also of interest for the special case of volu-
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Figure 5. Quantifying the monotonicity of the circuit fidelity de-
cay (Forte1). We quantify the monotonicity of the decay in cir-
cuit fidelities with increasing feature values using a simple metric δv⃗

given by the minimum of Fv⃗′ − Fv⃗ over all v⃗′ that are strictly smaller
than v⃗ (i.e., all v⃗′ that are equal or smaller for every feature, and
smaller for at least one feature). Negative values of δv⃗ indicate fea-
ture values at which we observed a process fidelity that was larger
for a smaller feature value, which is inconsistent with monotonicity.
The data is almost monotonic when using all three features (red his-
togram), but substantially non-monotonic when discarding any of the
three features (blue, orange, and green histograms).

metric benchmarking.

A. Learning a low-dimensional representation of capabilities

A featuremetric benchmarking experiment studies a low-
dimensional representation of a quantum computer’s capabil-
ity function s(c). In particular, a featuremetric benchmarking
experiment with feature vector f⃗ studies how s(c) varies with
f⃗ . We now make this statement more precise. For clarity, we
will first ignore the error in estimating s(c) from data (due to
finite repetitions of each circuit), i.e., we assume that we mea-
sure s(c) exactly for each selected benchmarking circuit c.

In featuremetric benchmarking, we pick a circuit to run
with feature values v⃗ by sampling it from a distribution Pv⃗
over C, we then measure that circuit’s s(c), and then we (im-
plicitly) discard all information about c except v⃗. This can be
formalized in the language of random variables as follows: we
observe K samples from the random variable

s(⃗v) := s(Cv⃗), (10)

at each value for v⃗, where Cv⃗ is a circuit-valued random
variable that is distributed according to Pv⃗. A featuremetric
benchmarking experiment is probing the distribution of s(⃗v)
as a function of v⃗. If a particular set of circuit features f⃗ are
entirely predictive of s(c), i.e., if given the value for a circuit
c’s features f⃗ we can predict s(c) exactly, then s(⃗v) is a delta
distribution for all v⃗. However, this is unlikely to be the case
in reality, for any small set of features.
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Figure 6. Learning a volumetric model from fewer data (ibmq montreal). The standard approach to creating a volumetric benchmarking
plot (a.k.a. capability region) requires running many circuits—K ≫ 1 at each width and depth in a grid of circuit shapes. In this work, we
show how to approximate a volumetric benchmarking plot from many fewer data, using Gaussian process (GP) regression. Here we show a
full volumetric benchmarking plot for ibmq montreal (left), described in Sec. IV A and Fig. 1, and predictions for this plot created from only
50% (center) and 20% of the data (right), selected at random from the full dataset. These predictions are created by training a (monotonic)
GP on that data (squares with black outlines), which creates a model that predicts circuit success probabilities at any circuit shape (w, d).
Here we show that model’s predictions on the remaining test data, which creates an extra/interpolated volumetric benchmarking plot. The GP
model that was trained on 50% of the data is very accurate, and even the model trained on 20% of the data is very accurate at interpolation as
opposed to extrapolation (suggesting that model accuracy could be improved with more systematically chosen values for the circuit shapes in
the training set).

The goal of the featuremetric benchmarking analysis is to
learn about the parameterized distribution s(⃗v) from the fea-
turemetric benchmarking data. This data has the form

x = {(⃗vi, yi)} (11)

where

yi = (ŝ(ci,1), . . . , ŝ(ci,K)), (12)

ŝ(c) denotes an estimate of s(c) from finite data (often simple
finitely-many executions of c), and s(ci, j) can be interpreted
as a sample from s(⃗vi). From this data, we aim to learn about
s(⃗v). Most generally, we would like to learn an approximation
to s(⃗v), i.e., we aim to learn an v⃗-parameterized distribution
over R (or, more precisely, the image of s, which is [0, 1] for
many interesting choices for s, such as success probability).
However, learning this parameterized distribution is a chal-
lenging problem. Throughout the remainder of this paper, we

will therefore focus on a simpler problem: learning an approx-
imation to s(⃗v)’s mean, which we denote by s̄(⃗v), from the data
x = {(⃗vi, ˆ̄si)} where ˆ̄si =

1
K

∑K
j=1 ŝ(ci, j).

Our analysis task is a standard regression problem—
learning a function s̄(⃗v) from data x—for which many tech-
niques exist. The conceptually simplest approach is to fit a
few-parameter function (a parametric model) to the data. For
example, with the two circuit features width and depth, we
could fit the function s̄(w, d) = pwd where p is a fit param-
eter. The problem with this approach is that we do not typ-
ically have a good few-parameter model for ss̄(⃗v). Further-
more, one of the most appealing aspects of benchmarks like
featuremetric benchmarking is that (unlike, e.g., tomography)
they do not need to assume a particular model for quantum
computer’s errors. Returning to our example, s̄(w, d) = pwd is
a good model if we know that all error processes are uniform,
gate-independent, n-qubit depolarization, but this is unlikely
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Figure 7. Model prediction error. The prediction error of our fea-
turemetric models for each of our three datasets, on the test data,
versus the amount of training data. We created these models using
regular (orange points) and monontonic (blue diamonds) GP regres-
sion. Prediction error is quantified by the mean absolute difference δ
between predicted and observed circuit performance (success proba-
bilities for both IBM Q datasets and circuit process fidelities for the
IonQ dataset), where the mean is over all feature values in the test
data set. Points show the mean of δ for 20 different GP instances
trained on randomly-sampled subsets of data of the specified size,
and the error bars show the standard deviation of δ over those 20
instances. We find that model prediction accuracy improves as the
amount of training data increases, but that, in all cases, accuracy is
reasonably good when using ∼ 50% or more of the data to train (a
50% test/training split corresponds to 75, 266, and 128 training data,
for ibmq montreal, ibmq algiers, and Forte1, respectively).

to be true for any contemporary quantum computer. Further-
more, if we are a priori confident that about the correctness
of this model, or some other simple model, there is no need
to run a featuremetric benchmarking experiment. We can in-
stead just learn p’s value with some simpler experiments (e.g.,
randomized benchmarking).

The alternative approach, that we take in this work, is to
use non-parametric regression methods, which do not assume
a specific, few-parameter model. There are many such pos-
sibilities, such as neural networks, and in this work we focus
on GP (Gaussian process) regression [57]. GP regression is
a non-parametric Bayesian machine learning approach, used
for predicting the values of a function based on observed data,
where the function is assumed to be a realization of a Gaussian
process. It provides a rigorous framework for incorporating
uncertainty in predictions by defining a prior distribution over
functions and updating this prior with observed data to ob-
tain a posterior distribution. Because we use non-parametric
methods, to assess the quality of our models we split our data
into test and training data, fitting the models to the training
data and testing their prediction accuracy on the test data.
We provide a mathematical overview of GP regression in Ap-
pendix B.

We do not typically have a good few-parameter functional
form for s̄(⃗v) but for many interesting choices of v⃗ we have
good reasons to expect that s̄(⃗v) has certain structures. In par-
ticular, for many features vi we expect s̄(⃗v) to monotonically
increase or decrease as vi increases. For example, for typi-
cal circuit families, we expect s̄ to decrease with increasing
circuit depth, width, and, in systems in which two-qubit gate
error rates are significantly larger than single-qubit gate error
rates, two-qubit gate density. We can incorporate this assump-
tion into our model using a monotonic GP [58, 76, 77]. Mono-
tonic GP regression learns a function that is approximately
monotonic. Throughout this section we apply both regular
GP regression and monotonic GP regression to featuremetric
benchmarking data. We provide a mathematical overview of
monotonic GP regression in Appendix C.

B. Learning capability models with GP regression

We used regular and monotonic GP regression to learn ca-
pability models from each of our featuremetric benchmarking
datasets. In each case, our modelM predicts s̄(⃗v), i.e., it is a
function from a feature vector v⃗ to a prediction for the mean
value of the capability function at that feature value. To train
our modelM we randomly divide our data into test and train-
ing subsets, with the model fit to the training data only, which
is standard practice and allows us to assess model accuracy
on independent data. To explore how much data we need to
construct accurate capability models, we varied the amount of
training data.

Capability models for two-dimensional feature vectors are
easiest to visualize and understand, and so we first focus on
our ibmq montreal dataset. Such capability models can be
interpreted as an interpolation and extrapolation of volumetric
benchmarking data. In Fig. 6 we show the volumetric bench-
marking plot for this data (left panel) as well as two volu-
metric plots (center and right panels) that are predicted from
a GP that is trained on a subset of the data. We train a GP
on two randomly-selected subsets, containing 50% and 20%
of the data points, and then predicted the mean success prob-
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Figure 8. Continuous volumetric benchmarking plots. Capability
models enable the prediction of a circuit’s performance with arbitrary
values for its features, i.e., the capability modelM can take any value
for the feature vector and makes a prediction M(⃗v) for the perfor-
mance of a circuit with that feature vector. In the case of volumetric
benchmarking data, the capability model’s predictions can be rep-
resented as a “continuous volumetric benchmarking plot”. Here we
show these predictions for our ibmq montreal dataset, with three
different models trained on varying amounts of the data. We also
show the training (circles) and test (diamonds) data.

abilities for the other (w, d) values in the volumetric bench-
marking plot. We find that both predicted volumetric bench-

marking plots are in good agreement with the measured plot,
with increasing predicting accuracy as the amount of training
data increases. This shows how GP regression can be used to
create a volumetric benchmarking plot from many fewer data.

To quantify the quality of the prediction accuracy of the
learned capability model, we compute the mean absolute dif-
ference between the predicted and observed mean success
probabilities δabs for the test data (for this dataset, this means
comparing the predicted values on the test data on the volu-
metric benchmarking grid). In the upper panel of Fig. 7 we
show δabs versus the amount of training data, for both a mono-
tonic and a regular GP. Points show the mean of δabs averaged
over 20 different randomly-selected divisions into training and
test datasets, and error bars are the standard deviation in δabs
over those 20 instances. We find that the model’s prediction
error decreases with increasing training dataset size, for both
the monotonic and regular GP, converging to δabs ≈ 3% once
around 75 training data are used.

One of the appealing aspects of a learned capability model
is that it can make predictions at any feature vector value, not
just those that were used in the experiment. In particular, it can
be used to produce a prediction for the mean success proba-
bility of circuits of any width and depth. For two-dimensional
feature vectors, the model’s predictions can therefore be sum-
marized in a heat map—a “continuous volumetric plot”—as
shown in Fig. 8 for three example models (regular GPs trained
on data from 30, 75, and 135 feature values).

Our capability models for our two three-dimensional data
sets are more complex to visualize, but can be just as eas-
ily used to predict the performance of any circuit given the
values of that circuit’s feature vector—in this case, a three-
dimensional vector, consisting of the circuit’s width, depth,
and two-qubit gate density. In the middle and lower panels
of Fig. 7 we show δabs versus the amount of training data
for these two datasets, for both a monotonic and regular GP
trained on varying amounts of the datasets. This figure sum-
marizes each model’s accuracy with a single figure of merit,
which averages over all the test data. So, in Fig. 9, we show
the prediction accuracy for each test feature value, for all three
datasets, when using 50% of the data to train each GP (this is
for a single instance with one particular random division of
the data into test and training sets). Figures 7 and 9 show that
the GP models exhibit good prediction accuracy on the test
data, suggesting that GP models will enable reasonably good
predictions of circuit performance.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented and demonstrated featuremetric bench-
marking—a framework for quantifying how a quantum com-
puter’s performance on quantum circuits varies as a function
of features of those circuits, such as circuit depth, width,
two-qubit gate density, or problem input size. This frame-
work generalizes volumetric benchmarking, and it enables
richer and more faithful models of quantum computers’ per-
formance. One key requirement for informative featuremet-
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Figure 9. Model predictions on test data. The prediction error of our featuremetric models for each of our three datasets, on the test data,
when using 50% of the data to train each GP (this is for a single instance with one particular random division of the data into test and training
sets). In all three cases, we find reasonable prediction accuracy.

ric benchmarking is a well-chosen set of circuit features to
vary, and in this work we only consider three such features:
width, depth, and two-qubit gate density. The development
of a richer and well-motivated set of features would likely
enhance featuremetric benchmarking, by enabling the learn-
ing of capability models that are more accurate predictors of
circuit performance. One intriguing possibility is to use ma-
chine learning methods to learn pertinent features of circuits
[59, 60].

We demonstrated featuremetric benchmarking with exam-
ple benchmarks run on IBM Q and IonQ systems of up to
27 qubits, and we showed how to create capability models
from the data using GP regression. Our GP models enable
the prediction of any circuit’s performance from featuremet-
ric benchmarking data, although it unlikely that our current
feature sets are rich enough for our GP models to accurate
predict the performance of circuits that are not drawn from
the same distribution as the training data. One simple but in-
teresting use for our GP models is the creation of volumetric
benchmarking plots from many fewer data, as, when applied
to volumetric benchmarking data (the circuit features of width
and depth) they enable the predictions of circuit performance
at any other width and depth—and we demonstrated how a
volumetric benchmarking plot could be predicted with rea-
sonable accuracy using just 20% of its data.

Our GP models demonstrate how a moderately accurate
capability model for a quantum computer can be learned with
relatively few data. However, our GP regression approach can
likely be improved in a variety of ways. Model training is
not currently automated and stable, and our approach of ran-
domly selecting training data is likely far from optimal. In
particular, our training data selection method can result in sce-
narios in which the training data is very unevenly distributed
across the feature space, and where the prediction of the test
data is an extrapolation rather than interpolation problem (re-
liable extrapolation is typically a much more difficult problem
than interpolation). One particularly appealing aspect of using
ML techniques like GP regression to learn capability mod-
els, rather than simply plotting data as in volumetric bench-
marking, is that we can reduce the amount of data needed—
and therefore the experimental cost—to benchmark a quan-
tum computer. This improved efficiency could likely be fur-
ther enhanced using online learning methods, whereby a GP

is trained on a small amount of initial data and then it is used
to select what feature values to explore next. GPs are par-
ticularly well-suited to this approach, as they are a Bayesian
method that produces a posterior distribution and they incor-
porate uncertainty on their predictions.
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Appendix A: SPAM-error-robust DFE

In this appendix we explaining spam-error-robust directly
fidelity estimation (SR-DFE) [66], which is the technique used
in our IonQ experiments. SR-DFE is an adaptation of DFE,
and so we first review DFE. For an n-qubit Clifford circuit c,
DFE estimates F(c) by running K circuits each consisting of

1. a layer of randomly-sampled single-qubit gates applied
to the standard initial state (i.e., |0⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |0⟩),

2. c, and

3. another layer of single-qubit gates followed by a com-
putational basis measurement.

The first layer of single-qubit gates is sampled as follows: a
uniformly random n-qubit Pauli operator P1 is sampled, and
then this layer of gates is chosen so that it creates a state |ψ1⟩

from |0 · · · 0⟩ that is stabilized by P1, i.e.,

P1|ψ1⟩ = |ψ1⟩. (A1)

The circuit c transforms |ψ1⟩ into another stabilizer state
|ψ2⟩ = U |ψ1⟩ that is stabilized by P2 = UP1U† where U is
the unitary implemented by c. The final layer of single-qubit
gates is then chosen to transform P2 into a Z-type Pauli oper-
ator P3—i.e., P3 is an n-qubit Pauli operator that is a tensor
product of only I and Z. The final state produced by an error-
free execution of the circuit, denoted |ψ3⟩, is stabilized by P3,
i.e.,

P3|ψ3⟩ = |ψ3⟩, (A2)

and P3 can be measured using a computational basis measure-
ment.

The DFE analysis consists of estimating ⟨P3⟩ from N ≥ 1
repetitions of the circuit: each repetition of the circuit returns a
bit string b that is associated with either a +1 or −1 eigenstate
of P3, i.e., either P3|b⟩ = |b⟩ or P3|b⟩ = −|b⟩. Denoting the set
of all x such that P3|x⟩ = |x⟩ by Z+, we estimate ⟨P3⟩ as

⟨̂P3⟩ =
N(x ∈ Z+) − N(x < Z+)

N
, (A3)

where N(x ∈ Z+) and N(x < Z+) are the number of times the
circuit’s output x is and is not in Z+, respectively. DFE then
estimates F(c), by averaging ⟨̂P3⟩ over the K circuits (corre-
sponding to K different randomly sampled P1).

DFE reliably estimates F(c) under the assumption that the
SPAM and layers of single-qubit gates (steps 1 and 3, above)
are free of errors [12, 64, 65]. In practice, this assumption
is always violated (SPAM errors are significant in many sys-
tems), which corrupts DFE’s estimate of F(c). SR-DFE is a

simple adaptation to DFE that makes it (approximately) robust
against these SPAM errors. SR-DFE estimates F(c) by:

1. Using DFE to obtain an estimate of F(c), which we de-
note by F̂DFE(c). In general this estimate is corrupted
by SPAM errors.

2. Using DFE on a trivial circuit cnull (a depth-0 circuit,
containing no layers), to obtain an estimate of the fi-
delity of F(cnull), which we denote by F̂DFE(cnull).

The latter DFE procedure estimates the fidelity of the effective
SPAM operations (meaning all operations in steps 1 and 3),
which can then be removed from F̂DFE(c). In particular, the
SR-DFE estimate of F(c) is given by

F̂(c) = Γγ→F

 ΓF→γ(F̂DFE(c), n)

ΓF→γ(F̂DFE(cnull), n)
, n

 ≈ F̂DFE(c)
F̂DFE(cnull)

(A4)

where ΓF→γ(F, n) is the function that computes the process
polarization for an n-qubit superoperator from its process fi-
delity F and n, and Γγ→F is its inverse. Specifically,

ΓF→γ(F, n) =
4nF − 1
4n − 1

. (A5)

The reason that we do not estimate F̂(c) by simply divid-
ing F̂DFE(c) by F̂DFE(cnull) is that, for two Pauli stochastic su-
peroperators A and B, the process polarization of AB is ap-
proximately equal to the product of the two superoperators
process polarizations, but for very small n this is not true of
process fidelities. This is identical to the reasoning used in the
analysis of MCFE, and it is discussed in detail in Ref. [62].

In our experiments on IonQ we use SR-DFE to estimate
the process fidelity of many different circuits {c}. These cir-
cuits vary in their width, and so in the qubits on which they
are executed, but there are many circuits in {c} that act on the
same qubits. For any two circuits acting on the same qubits,
the procedure for generating the SPAM reference circuits (step
2 in the SR-DFE procedure, above) is identical. In our exper-
iments, we run one SPAM reference circuits for each circuit
c, directly after the DFE circuits for c (step 1 in the SR-DFE
procedure), and use the K SPAM reference circuits run for
the K circuits at a given feature vector value v⃗ to correct the
estimates of the fidelities for those K circuits. This procedure
adds robustness to drift in the size of the effective SPAM error.
We use only one DFE circuit (together with the SPAM refer-
ence circuits) to estimate the process fidelity of each circuit c.
This gives a low-precision estimate of that individual circuit’s
process fidelity, but in our analysis herein we only study the
mean process fidelity of all K circuits chosen for each feature
vector.

Appendix B: Gaussian process regression

Gaussian process regression is a non-parametric Bayesian
machine learning approach used for predicting the values of
a function based on observed data, where the function is as-
sumed to be a realization of a Gaussian process. It provides a
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mathematically rigorous framework for incorporating uncer-
tainty in forward predictions by defining a prior distribution
over functions and updating this prior with observed data to
obtain a posterior distribution.

Let us assume that we can model the true process, y, with
a zero-mean GP,

f(x) ∼ N(0,Kf,f), (B1)

where the entries in the covariance matrix Kf,f are defined
by a covariance function. Although there are many covari-
ance functions to choose from, in this paper, we focus on the
squared exponential covariance function

Cov
[
f (i), f ( j)

]
= K(x(i), x( j)) = η2 exp

−1
2

D∑
d=1

ρ−2
d (x(i)

d − x( j)
d )2

 ,
(B2)

where η and ρ = {ρ1, . . . , ρD} are hyper-parameters, represent-
ing the signal variance and length-scale (also known as cor-
relation length) parameters, respectively. The observations y
are then given by

y|f ∼ N(f, η2I), (B3)

where η2 is the intrinsic noise variance.

Let the training dataset be denoted as X = {xi}
n
i=1, rep-

resenting n data points. At an arbitrary test location x∗, the
posterior predictive distribution - also known as the testing
distribution - is Gaussian, where the posterior mean and the
posterior variance given by

E
[
f ∗|x∗, y,X, θ

]
= K∗,f[Kf,f + σ

2I]−1y (B4)

and

V
[
f ∗|x∗, y,X, θ

]
= K∗,∗ −K∗,f[Kf,f + σ

2I]−1Kf,∗, (B5)

respectively. The covariance matrix Kf,f ∈ R
n×n is a sym-

metric positive definite matrix Here, the vector of hyper-
parameter is θ = {η, ρ1, . . . , ρD}, with one length-scale param-
eter ρd for each dimension d, 1 ≤ d ≤ D. GPR is trained
by maximizing the log-marginal likelihood with respect to the
vector of hyper-parameters as

log p(y|X, θ) = − 1
2 y⊤[Kf,f + σ

2I]−1y
− 1

2 log |Kf,f + σ
2I| − N

2 log (2π)
(B6)

In B6, the first term, known as the “data fit” term, measures
how well the model represents the data in the Mahalanobis
distance. The second term, referred to as the “complexity”
term, captures model complexity, favoring smoother covari-
ance matrices with smaller determinants [57]. The final term
reflects the tendency for data likelihood to decrease as the
dataset size increases [78]. The complexity of Equation B6
is O(n3) in computation, due to the determinant calculation
and covariance matrix inversion, and O(n2) in memory. As
a result, GPR is generally limited to small datasets, typically
with n fewer than 104 data points.

Thanks to the linear property of the expectation operator,
we have that

E

∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
d

 = ∂E
[
f (i)

]
∂x(i)

d

, (B7)

Cov

∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
d

, f ( j)

 = ∂

∂x(i)
d

Cov
[
f (i), f ( j)

]
, (B8)

and

Cov

∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
d

,
∂ f ( j)

∂x( j)
g

 = ∂2

∂x(i)
d ∂x( j)

g

Cov
[
f (i), f ( j)

]
. (B9)

For the squared exponential kernel described in Equation B2,
Equations B8 and B9 become

Cov
[
∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
g
, f ( j)

]
= −η2 exp

(
− 1

2
∑D

d=1 ρ
−2
d (x(i)

d − x( j)
d )2

)
ρ−2

g

(
(x(i)

g − x( j)
g )

)
,

(B10)
and

Cov
[
∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
d
, ∂ f ( j)

∂x( j)
h

]
= η2 exp

(
− 1

2
∑D

d=1 ρ
−2
d (x(i)

d − x( j)
d )2

)
ρ−2

g

(
δgh − ρ

−2
h (x(i)

g − x( j)
g )(x(i)

h − x( j)
h )

)
,

(B11)
respectively, where δgh = 1 if g = h and 0 otherwise.

For an arbitrary testing point x∗, the derivatives with re-
spect to the dimension of the posterior mean and posterior
variance are, respectively,

E

[
∂ f ∗

∂x∗d

]
=
∂K∗,f
∂x∗d

[Kf,f + σ
2I]−1y, (B12)

and

V
[
∂ f ∗

∂x∗d

]
=

∂2K∗,∗
∂x∗d∂x∗d

−
∂K∗,f
∂x∗d

[Kf,f + σ
2I]−1 ∂Kf,∗

∂x∗d
. (B13)

Appendix C: Monotonic Gaussian process regression

In this study, we employ the monotonic Gaussian pro-
cess (GP) framework originally proposed by Riihimäki and
Vehtari [58], whose implementation is available through the
GPstuff toolbox [76, 77] and our recent works [79, 80]. To en-
force monotonicity in GP regression, their approach augments
the standard covariance matrix with a block structure, anal-
ogous to those used in multi-fidelity and gradient-enhanced
GPs [81–83]. Expectation propagation (EP) [84] is employed
to approximate the posterior distribution, as a computationally
efficient alternative to Laplace’s approximation. For simplic-
ity, we consider a zero-mean GP prior and briefly outline the
formulation, directing readers to the original work [58] for
further detail.

The method introduces monotonicity through an aug-
mented covariance matrix K, where binary constraints on the
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derivative sign are imposed at selected input locations. The
underlying idea is to pose the derivative constraint as a proba-
bilistic classification problem, leveraging the cumulative dis-
tribution function Φ(z) =

∫ t
−∞
N(t|0, 1)dt, which arises in lo-

gistic and probit regression models.

Monotonicity is enforced at M inducing points Xm ∈

RM×D. At each point x(i) ∈ Xm, the partial derivative of
the function f with respect to input di is required to be non-
negative. This constraint is incorporated using the probit like-
lihood:

p

m(i)
di

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
di

 = Φ
1
ν

∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
di

 , (C1)

where

Φ(z) =
1
2

[
1 + erf

(
z
√

2

)]
=

∫ z

−∞

N(t|0, 1)dt (C2)

is the standard normal cumulative distribution function. This
likelihood is analogous to binary classification with GPs [57,
85], with the parameter ν controlling classification sharpness.
A value of ν = 10−6 is typically used.

Assuming that the function f is monotonic at Xm, the joint
prior over function values and their derivatives is:

p(f, f′|X,Xm) = N
(
fjoint|0,Kjoint

)
, (C3)

where

fjoint =

[
f
f′
]
, Kjoint =

[
Kf,f Kf,f′

Kf′,f Kf′,f′

]
. (C4)

The corresponding joint posterior is then given by Bayes’ rule:

p(f, f′|y,m) =
1
Z

p(f, f′|X,Xm)p(y|f)p(m|f′), (C5)

where

p(m|f′) =
M∏

i=1

Φ

1
ν

∂ f (i)

∂x(i)
di

 . (C6)

As the posterior is not analytically tractable, we use ex-
pectation propagation to approximate it:

p(f, f′|y,m) ≈ q(f, f′|y,m)
= 1

ZEP
p(f, f′|X,Xm)p(y|f)

∏M
i=1 ti(Z̃i, µ̃i, σ̃

2
i ),
(C7)

where ti(Z̃i, µ̃i, σ̃
2
i ) = Z̃iN( f ′i |µ̃i, σ̃

2
i ) are local approximations

obtained from EP.

This yields a closed-form Gaussian approximation:

q(f, f′|y,m) = N(fjoint|µ,Σ), (C8)

where

µ = ΣΣ̃−1
jointµ̃joint, Σ = [K−1

joint + Σ̃
−1
joint]

−1, (C9)

and

µ̃joint =

[
y
µ̃

]
, Σ̃joint =

[
σ2I 0
0 Σ̃

]
, (C10)

with µ̃ being the vector of site means and Σ̃ = Diag[σ̃2
i ]M

i=1.

The EP approximation to the log marginal likelihood is
given by:

log ZEP = −
1
2 log |Kjoint + Σ̃joint|

− 1
2 µ̃
⊤
joint[Kjoint + Σ̃joint]−1µ̃joint

+
∑M

i=1
(µ−i−µ̃i)2

2(σ2
−i+σ̃

2
i )

+
∑M

i=1 logΦ
(

µ−i

ν
√

1+σ2
−i/ν

2

)
+ 1

2
∑M

i=1 log(σ2
−i + σ̃

2
i ),

(C11)

where µ−i and σ2
−i refer to the cavity distributions in the EP

update.

The inclusion of M monotonicity-inducing locations in-
creases the computational cost from O(N3) to O((N + M)3).
The predictive posterior mean and variance at a test point x∗

are:

E
[
f ∗|x∗, y,X,m,Xm

]
= K∗,joint[Kjoint + Σ̃joint]−1µ̃joint (C12)

and

V
[
f ∗|x∗, y,X,m,Xm

]
= K∗,∗ −K∗,joint[Kjoint + Σ̃joint]−1K∗,joint.

(C13)

Appendix D: IBM Q Error Rates & Calibration Data

Here, we tabulate the error rate and device calibration data
for experiments run on ibmq montreal and ibmq algiers.
The data from ibmq montreal was gathered in 2021,
whereas the data from ibmq algiers was gathered in 2024.
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qubit T1 (us) T2 (us) frequency (GHz) anharmonicity (GHz) readout error Pr(prep 1, measure 0) Pr(prep 0, measure 1) readout length (ns)
Q0 108.705 71.796 4.911 -0.340 0.012 0.016 0.008 5201.778
Q1 70.072 21.384 4.835 -0.324 0.014 0.019 0.010 5201.778
Q2 71.356 132.017 4.982 -0.340 0.013 0.018 0.008 5201.778
Q3 106.089 83.643 5.105 -0.335 0.016 0.024 0.008 5201.778
Q4 98.017 138.303 5.004 -0.338 0.013 0.016 0.009 5201.778
Q5 109.197 101.965 5.033 -0.337 0.023 0.024 0.022 5201.778
Q6 214.215 24.553 4.951 -0.390 0.104 0.088 0.119 5201.778
Q7 121.456 88.514 4.906 -0.323 0.234 0.230 0.238 5201.778
Q8 131.283 58.738 4.908 -0.324 0.014 0.018 0.010 5201.778
Q9 105.284 103.325 5.045 -0.338 0.047 0.089 0.006 5201.778
Q10 124.091 75.809 5.082 -0.337 0.012 0.020 0.004 5201.778
Q11 112.230 39.579 5.034 -0.337 0.015 0.020 0.011 5201.778
Q12 138.071 88.803 4.972 -0.322 0.014 0.023 0.006 5201.778
Q13 69.351 67.000 4.868 -0.340 0.007 0.009 0.004 5201.778
Q14 110.879 99.727 4.961 -0.323 0.013 0.021 0.004 5201.778
Q15 105.287 27.802 5.034 -0.338 0.028 0.045 0.011 5201.778
Q16 89.486 60.709 5.086 -0.337 0.010 0.014 0.005 5201.778
Q17 119.918 141.041 5.072 -0.338 0.013 0.017 0.008 5201.778
Q18 83.044 33.400 4.981 -0.326 0.026 0.031 0.021 5201.778
Q19 74.795 107.818 4.983 -0.321 0.014 0.021 0.006 5201.778
Q20 97.104 134.271 5.082 -0.338 0.009 0.014 0.004 5201.778
Q21 111.643 43.007 5.074 -0.308 0.023 0.028 0.018 5201.778
Q22 100.898 157.914 5.057 -0.338 0.021 0.031 0.011 5201.778
Q23 112.757 61.289 4.973 -0.337 0.018 0.027 0.008 5201.778
Q24 82.669 56.943 5.052 -0.338 0.179 0.263 0.096 5201.778
Q25 67.330 47.877 4.934 -0.323 0.034 0.064 0.004 5201.778
Q26 79.772 106.937 5.000 -0.339 0.012 0.017 0.008 5201.778

TABLE I. IBMQ Montreal Calibration Data. Calibration data from ibmq montreal from the time of our FMB demonstrations.
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qubit Single Qubit Error (%) Gate Length (ns) qubits Two Qubit Error (%) Gate Length (ns)
Q0 0.018 35.556 (Q0, Q1) 0.658 384.000
Q1 0.026 35.556 (Q1, Q2) 0.848 533.334
Q2 0.025 35.556 (Q2, Q3) 0.718 369.778
Q3 0.039 35.556 (Q3, Q5) 0.679 362.667
Q4 0.021 35.556 (Q4, Q1) 1.196 526.222
Q5 0.023 35.556 (Q5, Q8) 0.683 355.556
Q6 0.044 35.556 (Q6, Q7) 2.528 490.667
Q7 0.043 35.556 (Q7, Q4) 2.112 298.667
Q8 0.028 35.556 (Q8, Q9) 0.964 369.778
Q9 0.044 35.556 (Q10, Q12) 0.775 376.889
Q10 0.037 35.556 (Q10, Q7) 2.298 554.667
Q11 0.033 35.556 (Q11, Q8) 1.402 448.000
Q12 0.025 35.556 (Q12, Q13) 0.667 391.111
Q13 0.018 35.556 (Q13, Q14) 0.800 490.667
Q14 0.027 35.556 (Q14, Q11) 0.664 341.334
Q15 0.076 35.556 (Q15, Q12) 1.420 369.778
Q16 0.083 35.556 (Q16, Q14) 1.000 320.000
Q17 0.031 35.556 (Q17, Q18) 0.795 348.444
Q18 0.031 35.556 (Q18, Q21) 1.164 405.334
Q19 0.029 35.556 (Q19, Q16) 0.957 270.222
Q20 0.041 35.556 (Q20, Q19) 0.737 320.000
Q21 0.044 35.556 (Q21, Q23) 0.858 391.111
Q22 0.025 35.556 (Q22, Q19) 0.696 291.556
Q23 0.029 35.556 (Q23, Q24) 2.167 405.334
Q24 1.613 35.556 (Q24, Q25) 1.134 376.889
Q25 0.029 35.556 (Q25, Q22) 1.241 576.000
Q26 0.024 35.556 (Q26, Q25) 0.815 369.778

(Q18, Q15) 1.848 597.334

TABLE II. IBMQ Montreal Qubit Error Rates. Single and two qubit error rates fromibmq montreal from the time of our FMB demon-
strations.

qubit T1 (us) T2 (us) frequency (GHz) anharmonicity (GHz) readout error Pr(prep 1, measure 0) Pr(prep 0, measure 1) readout length (ns)
Q0 77.724 111.327 5.071 -0.328 0.019 0.030 0.007 3512.889
Q1 128.570 234.468 4.930 -0.331 0.014 0.021 0.007 3512.889
Q2 157.032 202.960 4.670 -0.337 0.015 0.022 0.007 3512.889
Q3 4.993 18.456 4.889 -0.331 0.012 0.020 0.005 3512.889
Q4 97.147 61.235 5.021 -0.330 0.021 0.026 0.016 3512.889
Q5 106.113 210.447 4.970 -0.330 0.018 0.028 0.007 3512.889
Q6 94.729 76.030 4.966 -0.329 0.024 0.042 0.006 3512.889
Q7 87.569 138.928 4.894 -0.331 0.026 0.040 0.011 3512.889
Q8 210.779 249.220 4.792 -0.333 0.022 0.025 0.019 3512.889
Q9 88.344 116.261 4.955 -0.331 0.012 0.017 0.007 3512.889
Q10 106.135 275.817 4.959 -0.331 0.038 0.063 0.013 3512.889
Q11 169.838 259.322 4.666 -0.333 0.037 0.037 0.037 3512.889
Q12 147.982 261.975 4.743 -0.333 0.015 0.019 0.011 3512.889
Q13 101.292 239.575 4.889 -0.328 0.013 0.017 0.008 3512.889
Q14 144.048 184.800 4.780 -0.333 0.040 0.051 0.029 3512.889
Q15 152.841 105.949 4.858 -0.333 0.021 0.028 0.014 3512.889
Q16 87.767 194.604 4.980 -0.330 0.010 0.017 0.004 3512.889
Q17 43.440 151.820 5.003 -0.330 0.015 0.021 0.009 3512.889
Q18 185.467 307.095 4.781 -0.333 0.076 0.089 0.062 3512.889
Q19 121.035 216.184 4.810 -0.332 0.036 0.040 0.031 3512.889
Q20 95.722 176.897 5.048 -0.328 0.023 0.033 0.013 3512.889
Q21 139.250 214.520 4.943 -0.331 0.019 0.027 0.010 3512.889
Q22 119.703 157.558 4.911 -0.332 0.026 0.044 0.007 3512.889
Q23 90.834 173.980 4.893 -0.332 0.048 0.060 0.035 3512.889
Q24 135.594 41.362 4.671 -0.336 0.024 0.034 0.014 3512.889
Q25 80.640 193.740 4.759 -0.334 0.014 0.019 0.009 3512.889
Q26 103.393 173.879 4.954 -0.330 0.014 0.019 0.008 3512.889

TABLE III. IBMQ Algiers Calibration Data. Calibration data from ibmq algiers from the time of our FMB demonstrations.
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qubit Single Qubit Error (%) Gate Length (ns) qubits Two Qubit Error (%) Gate Length (ns)
Q0 0.033 35.560 (Q0, Q1) 0.727 419.560
Q1 0.020 35.560 (Q1, Q2) 0.896 704.000
Q2 0.016 35.560 (Q2, Q3) 0.557 376.890
Q3 0.038 35.560 (Q3, Q5) 1.037 426.670
Q4 0.029 35.560 (Q4, Q1) 0.519 312.890
Q5 0.021 35.560 (Q5, Q8) 100.000 256.000
Q6 0.024 35.560 (Q6, Q7) 1.193 248.890
Q7 0.032 35.560 (Q7, Q4) 0.982 604.440
Q8 0.017 35.560 (Q8, Q9) 0.915 604.440
Q9 0.057 35.560 (Q10, Q12) 0.707 604.440
Q10 0.025 35.560 (Q10, Q7) 0.780 398.220
Q11 0.018 35.560 (Q11, Q8) 0.652 604.440
Q12 0.019 35.560 (Q12, Q13) 0.563 604.440
Q13 0.015 35.560 (Q13, Q14) 0.690 604.440
Q14 0.019 35.560 (Q14, Q11) 0.414 391.110
Q15 0.018 35.560 (Q15, Q12) 0.496 369.780
Q16 0.019 35.560 (Q16, Q14) 0.630 291.560
Q17 0.024 35.560 (Q17, Q18) 100.000 248.890
Q18 0.021 35.560 (Q18, Q21) 0.642 497.780
Q19 0.019 35.560 (Q19, Q16) 1.082 682.670
Q20 0.038 35.560 (Q20, Q19) 0.670 369.780
Q21 0.030 35.560 (Q21, Q23) 0.802 362.670
Q22 0.075 35.560 (Q22, Q19) 0.738 327.110
Q23 0.029 35.560 (Q23, Q24) 0.988 604.440
Q24 0.016 35.560 (Q24, Q25) 0.549 433.780
Q25 0.016 35.560 (Q25, Q22) 1.219 448.000
Q26 0.014 35.560 (Q26, Q25) 1.016 312.890

(Q15, Q18) 0.525 305.780

TABLE IV. IBMQ Algiers Qubit Error Rates. Single and two qubit error rates from ibmq algiers from the time of our FMB demonstra-
tions.
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