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Abstract
Semiconductor quantum dots (QDs) are a leading platform for scalable quantum processors.
However, scaling to large arrays requires reliable, automated tuning strategies for devices’
bootstrapping, calibration, and operation, with many tuning aspects depending on
accurately identifying QD device states from charge-stability diagrams (CSDs). In this
work, we present a comprehensive benchmarking study of four modern machine learning
(ML) architectures for multi-class state recognition in double-QD CSDs. We evaluate their
performance across different data budgets and normalization schemes using both synthetic
and experimental data. We find that the more resource-intensive models—U-Nets and
visual transformers (ViTs)—achieve the highest MSE score (defined as 1 − MSE) on
synthetic data (over 0.98) but fail to generalize to experimental data. MDNs are the most
computationally efficient and exhibit highly stable training, but with substantially lower
peak performance. CNNs offer the most favorable trade-off on experimental CSDs,
achieving strong accuracy with two orders of magnitude fewer parameters than the U-Nets
and ViTs. Normalization plays a nontrivial role: min–max scaling generally yields higher
MSE scores but less stable convergence, whereas z-score normalization produces more
predictable training dynamics but at reduced accuracy for most models. Overall, our study
shows that CNNs with min-max normalization are a practical approach for QD CSDs.

1 Introduction
Semiconductor quantum dot (QD) spin qubits are one of several promising platforms for quantum
computing. In QDs, the quantum information is encoded in the spin state of a single or few
isolated charges [1, 2]. With appropriate gating and materials engineering, the spin states {|↑⟩ , |↓⟩}
form a natural computational basis, while electrostatic gates enable initialization, manipulation,
and readout within an integrated, CMOS-compatible platform [3]. In SixGe1−x heterostructures, a
strained Si quantum well forms the conduction channel, and metal gates locally modulate the
electrostatic potential to define one or more QDs and proximal charge sensors in a two-dimensional
electron gas (2DEG) [4]. This architecture supports high-fidelity spin control and remains a leading
route toward scalable, densely integrated quantum processors [1].

To reach target charge states and tunnel coupling between QDS, tens of gate voltages need to
be adjusted to bring the QD device into its operating regime. The tuning process involves repeated
current- or conductance-based measurements, in which one or two gate voltages are swept while the
QD device response is monitored, followed by careful adjustment of selected gate voltages [5]. Even
tuning a double quantum dot (DQD) is a nontrivial task. Forming two QDs with a desired number
of charges on each dot and the required lead and interdot couplings requires simultaneous
adjustment of at least three metallic gates per QD, with significant cross-capacitance between
them. As the number of dots grows, scripted tuning approaches become increasingly impractical.
Such tuning does not scale: larger QD arrays multiply gate cross-talk, drift, device-to-device
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variability, and measurement overhead. Consequently, there is a strong interest in autonomous
tuning using machine learning (ML) [6].

Charge stability diagrams (CSDs) [5]—2D measurements in the space of two plunger gates, i.e.,
gates that control the QD chemical potential—are especially prevalent in the later tuning stages,
including state tuning [7], setting desired charge configurations [8], establishing
controllability [9–11], and detecting unintended QD formation [12]. CSDs are typically acquired
with a proximal charge sensor, i.e., an auxiliary QD biased for high transconductance that yields
sharp contrast when the DQD occupancy changes. CSDs compactly reveal information about QD
formation, cross-capacitances, interdot coupling, and charge transition topology, and thus serve as
the canonical diagnostic for state identification and device control.

However, the availability of labeled, high-quality data necessary for training and testing ML
models remains a persistent bottleneck in the realm of QD autotuning. While CSDs can be
collected rapidly, manual labeling by experts is time-consuming, can be ambiguous, and is prone to
bias and error. As a result, most supervised ML models for CSD implemented in QD tuning
algorithms rely on simulated data paired with realistic instrument and device noise models [6].
This has motivated the 2017 release of a first large dataset containing idealized and increasingly
noisy simulated CSDs [13], followed by publication of several open-source QD device
simulators [14–17]. At the same time, questions arose about the validity of ML models trained
exclusively on simulated data, motivating systematic benchmarking of ML models trained using
simulated and experimental data.

In response, Darulová et al. compared several families of ML models, ranging from simple
logistic regression to convolutional neural networks (CNNs), trained on synthetic, experimental,
and mixed CSD datasets for a simplified, binary state recognition (single- vs. double-QD state).
They found that CNNs performed best, with mixed synthetic and experimental training reaching
89.5 % accuracy, about 10 % higher than training only with experimental data. Simpler models
typically achieved ∼ 45 % to 75 % accuracy. They also highlighted the sensitivity of CNNs to the
quality of synthetic noise models, suggesting that synthetic noise that does not properly mimic
experimental noise can impair proper training. Since then, the field has shifted toward
implementing more complex models, including deeper CNNs, U-Net architectures, and transformer
backbones. However, the practical necessity of such complexity remains unclear relative to simpler
baselines, especially under constrained data budgets and across variable acquisition settings.

Building on these efforts, we benchmark modern ML approaches for multi-class state
recognition in CSDs of double QD devices, using more varied synthetic CSDs and an expanded
evaluation protocol. Our goals are to quantify performance across model families as a function of
dataset size and to provide a transparent, reproducible baseline and dataset splits to facilitate fair
comparison in future autotuning protocols. We benchmark representative classical and deep models
using consistent training and evaluation protocols, reporting accuracy, calibration, and
data-efficiency curves for all tested cases. Specifically, we

• benchmark four model families on multi-class DQD state recognition with fractional labels;
• quantify accuracy vs compute (GPU/CPU time, memory, parameters) across data budgets

and normalizations; and
• release a unified, reproducible benchmarking framework.
The paper is organized as follows: section 2 provides a brief overview of the scientific context of

the problem. Section 2.1 describes the problem of control and tuning QD devices. Data used for
benchmarking is discussed in section 2.2 and the ML methods considered in this work are described
in sections 2.3 through 2.6. The performance comparison is presented in section 3. We conclude
with a discussion of the future direction in section 4.

2 Background and methods
In this section, we introduce the scientific context of our problem and the data utilized in our
experiments. A brief overview of all ML models used in our study, together with example
applications in sciences, with convolutional neural networks (CNNs) discussed in section 2.3, U-Net
architectures in section 2.4, vision transformers (ViTs) in section 2.5, and mixture density networks
(MDNs) in section 2.6. The model training configuration is presented in section 2.7. We conclude
with a short description of a ML mini-suite for QD CSDs, which we make publicly available on
GitHub [18] as part of this work.

2.1 Physics problem
Semiconductor QDs are formed by electrostatic confinement created by lithographic gates and the
underlying material stack: vertical/axial confinement arises from quantum wells, band offsets, or
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Figure 1. (a-b) Two examples of large and (c) small experimentally acquired charge stability diagrams included in
the QFlow 2.0: Quantum dot data for machine learning dataset [13]. The manually assigned labels for the small
charge stability diagrams are p(VR1 ) = (0, 0, 0.1, 0, 0.9) for (c-i) and p(VR2 ) = (0, 0, 1, 0, 0) for (c-ii).

accumulation/inversion layers (Si/SiGe, Ge/SiGe, GaAs/AlGaAs, MOS), while lateral confinement
is set by patterned gates or nanowire geometries that define one or more dots and their
couplings [1, 2, 19]. For a typical one-dimensional array of QDs, pairs of barrier gates define tunnel
barriers to the reservoirs and to neighboring QDs, while plunger gates tune the QD chemical
potential. In the smallest multi-QD systems, the double-QD (DQD) devices, there are at least five
gates necessary for full control: two plunger gates set the left/right dot chemical potentials, and
three barriers (source, interdot, drain) tune the tunnel couplings to reservoirs and between dots [5].

Depending on the applied plunger voltages, the DQD device can realize five common operating
regimes that serve as labels in most works on QD device autotuning: no-dot (ND), left (SDL), right
(SDR), and merged central- (SDC) single-QD, and double-dot (DD). A central diagnostic for
identifying these regimes is the CSD obtained by sweeping the two plunger gates while monitoring
a proximal charge sensor [20]. Changes in QD occupancy alter the sensor conductance, resulting in
characteristic transition lines whose topology encodes QD formation, cross-capacitances, and
interdot coupling. Two examples of experimentally acquired CSD for DQD systems in the space of
plunger voltages (VP1 , VP2) are depicted in figure 1(a-b). The lower left corner of these plots
corresponds to the ND state. Increasing voltage on the plunger P1 (P2) increases the occupation of
the right (left) QD, starting at zero and increasing by one charge every time a line is crossed.
Increasing both plunger voltages simultaneously increases the occupation on both QD. At large
plunger voltages, the two separate QD merge into a single central QD.

Manually determining the operating voltages is challenging because cross-capacitance,
tunnel-coupling trade-offs, and the gate topology that ties multiple QDs to the same gate make the
voltages highly co-dependent. Moreover, operating points vary across devices and between
cooldowns owing to nanofabrication variability and trapped charge in the gate-oxide stack, which
shift local accumulation thresholds and drift over time. These factors make repeated CSD
measurements and interpretation a dominant bottleneck for scaling. To address this, modern
autotuning algorithms for QD devices implement ML-enabled automated interpretation of CSD,
utilizing more cost-effective, smaller CSDs, as shown in figure 1. To date, several studies have
shown that ML models trained exclusively on synthetic CSDs augmented by realistic instrument
and device noise generalize extraordinarily well to experimental data [6].

2.2 Dataset description
This work utilizes the QFlow 2.0: Quantum dot data for machine learning (hereafter referred to as
QFlow 2.0) dataset [13]—a curated collection of synthetic and experimental CSD—created to
enable ML-driven calibration and control of QD devices [21]. The simulated CSDs included in
QFlow 2.0 were generated using a modified Thomas–Fermi approximation of a quasi-1D nanowire
controlled by five depletion gates whose voltages determine QD formation, charge occupancy, and
conductance. QFlow 2.0 dataset consists of 1.6×104 large synthetic CSDs representing 1,599
simulated devices, each with 10 random noise realizations that reflect experimentally observed
variability. The simulated CSDs are stored as 250×250 NumPy arrays, see figure 2(a), together
with the corresponding state label array identifying the state of the device at each pixel, see
figure 2(b), the plunger-gate axes (VP1 , VP2), and metadata describing device parameters and noise
settings.

To create the training and testing dataset used in this work, 10 small, (30×30) pixel patches
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Figure 2. (a) A sample synthetic charge stability diagram and (b) the corresponding state map from the
QFlow 2.0: Quantum dot data for machine learning dataset [13]. The state map labels correspond to the five
possible states for a double-QD device: no-dot (ND), left (SDL), central (SDC), and right (SDR) single-dot, and
double-dot (DD). (c-i) An example patch VR sampled from the CSD, highlighted in panel (a) with a white rectangle.
(c-ii) A State label patch corresponding to the example patch shown in panel (c-i), highlighted in panel (b) with a
white rectangle. The assigned state label vector for this patch is p(VR) = (0, 0.3, 0, 0, 0.7).

were randomly sampled from each synthetic CSD, yielding 159,900 samples. The patch size was
chosen to avoid upscaling experimental CSDs, which range in size from (30×30) pixel to (60×60)
pixel with 1 mV- to 2 mV-per-pixel resolution, as it could introduce unphysical features. Each
sample includes the CSD subarray together with the corresponding label subarray, the local voltage
coordinates, the patch center within the parent CSD, the parent CSD identifier, and a noise
identifier. An example CSD patch and the corresponding label subarray are shown in figure 2(c-i)
and figure 2(c-ii), respectively.

It is important to stress that in the context of tuning QD arrays, it is possible, and often
desirable, to capture multiple QD states within a single small CSD, as shown in figure 2(c-i). The
multi-state nature of the small CSDs is captured by fractional ground-truth labels derived from the
label subarrays, which are formally encoded as five-dimensional vectors:

p(VR) = (pND, pSDL
, pSDC

, pSDR
, pDD) (1)

where pX, with X ∈ {ND, SDL, SDC , SDR, DD}, indicates the fraction of pixels within a CSD
belonging to each of the five states. The fractional, multi-valued labels are intended to indicate an
intermediate, transitional state of the QD device rather than confusion [22].

To enable performance comparison, all ML models are trained under controlled data and
normalization settings. First, we set aside 9,900 random samples for final testing, keeping the
remaining 150,000 samples for training and validation. We then construct four data-budget
conditions: 25 % (37,500, D1), 50 % (75,000, D2), 75 % (112,500, D3), and 100 % (150,000, D4)
samples. For each data budget, we train under two normalization schemes: (i) Gaussian
standardization (z-score; mean=0, standard deviation=1) and (ii) min–max scaling (min=0,
max=1). This amounts to 8 distinct training runs for each model.

2.3 Convolutional neural networks
Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) use learned local filters and pooling to capture spatial
hierarchies in images and grids, making them natural for scientific data with spatial structure [23].
In the physical sciences, CNNs have been adopted for tasks such as phase identification and
diffraction-pattern analysis in materials [24,25] to galaxy morphology classification in
astronomy [26] and atomic-defect identification in scanning probe microscopy [27]. For
quantum-dot (QD) control, CNNs have been used for charge-state recognition [21,28] and
data-quality assessment on charge-stability diagrams, enabling robust autotuning pipelines [29].
CNNs were applied to in-line SEM micrographs to assess device usability by detecting fabrication
defects such as particle contamination and under-/over-exposure [30].

The CNN architecture employed in this work is largely based on previous demonstrations of
CNN-based autotuning for QD devices [29]. The network comprises four convolutional blocks with
ReLU activations, interleaved with dropout for regularization and followed by adaptive average
pooling. The final fully connected layer produces a five-way probability vector.
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2.4 U-Net classifiers
U-Net augments a convolutional backbone with a symmetric encoder–decoder, a bottleneck, and
skip connections that shuttle high-resolution features from encoder to decoder [31,32]. This design
captures hierarchical spatial features while preserving fine detail, making it especially effective for
pixel-level tasks (segmentation, denoising, reconstruction) compared with plain CNN classifiers.
Accordingly, U-Nets are widely used in biomedicine for white-blood-cell and brain-tumor
segmentation [33,34]. In science, U-Nets have been utilized, for example, to segment 3D
tomography of Polyamide-66 [35] and for analyzing rock-physics microstructures from CT/SEM to
estimate porosity/connectivity [36]. In the context of QDs, U-Nets were implemented for the
detection of unintentional QDs [12], in QD device virtualization system [10], and to classifying QD
charge states by detecting transition edges in CSDs [37].

In this work, we use a compact encoder–decoder with two down- and two up-sampling stages.
The encoder consists of 3×3 convolutions with ReLU activations and 0.3 dropout, followed by 2×2
max pooling. The decoder mirrors this structure using transposed convolutions and skip
connections from the corresponding encoder layers. The network produces a feature map with five
channels, which is then pooled via adaptive average pooling to generate a final output tensor of
shape 1×5 for a single input sample.

2.5 Vision transformers
Transformers, originally developed for natural-language processing [38,39], have been successfully
adapted to images with the vision transformers (ViT), which tokenize an image into patches and
apply self-attention over the resulting sequence [40]. ViTs achieve competitive performance on
image-recognition benchmarks and offer strong inductive flexibility relative to fixed local filters in
CNNs [41]. In the physical sciences, variants of ViTs have been explored for end-to-end
classification of quark- and gluon-initiated jets [42], for identifying particle-orbit types from
Poincaré cross sections [43], and for detecting non-Abelian Majorana zero modes in disordered
systems [44].

We use a compact ViT for 30×30 CSD patches. Each image is split into non-overlapping 5×5
patches, yielding a 6×6 grid (36 tokens), which are linearly embedded into a 128-dimensional space
and augmented with a learnable class token and 2D positional embeddings. The encoder comprises
six transformer layers, each with four attention heads, and a 512-dimensional feed-forward
subnetwork. The class token is passed to an MLP head (256, then 128 units) that outputs
predictions across 5 classes. This transformer baseline tests whether long-range, content-adaptive
attention over CSD patches offers tangible gains over convolutional and MLP inductive biases at
matched model size and training budget.

2.6 Mixture density networks
Mixture density networks (MDNs) combine a feed-forward neural network with a parametric
mixture model, predicting mixture weights, means, and variances to represent multi-modal
conditional distributions [45,46]. Although the canonical MDN is a regression model [47], recent
variants adapt MDNs to classification by mapping mixture parameters through cumulative
distribution functions (CDFs) and learning class logits—an approach we adopt via the MDN-C1
formulation [48]. MDNs have been used to identify clusters of multiple charged particles and
estimate their corresponding hit positions [49]. In cosmology, they have been applied to determine
photometric redshifts of extragalactic sources [50]. MDNs were also used to jointly infer layer
numbers, depths, and the full probability distributions of S-wave velocities from wave dispersion
curves [51]. While MDNs were not previously implemented in the QD context, they provide a
principled approach to capturing label uncertainty arising from low-contrast transitions or
overlapping features in CSD patches.

We implement an MDN-C1 classifier operating on flattened 30×30 CSD patches (900 inputs).
A single hidden layer with 128 tanh units predicts the parameters of a three-component Gaussian
mixture: weights, means, and positive standard deviations (enforced via a softplus activation).
For each component, the Gaussian CDF is evaluated at every input dimension; the concatenated
CDF features are passed to a final linear layer that outputs five-way class logits.

2.7 ML models configuration
All models are trained with the AdamW optimizer [52]. Details about training hyperparameters for
all models are presented in table 1. Since the labels are expressed as probability distributions, we
chose the KLDivLoss as the loss function to account for the fractional labels. Each model is trained
for up to 150 epochs with early stopping, with patience set to 10 epochs on the validation loss to
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Table 1. Configuration for the AdamW optimizer hyperparameters used all models. η scheduler indicates whether the
CosineAnnealingLR (cosine) or the constant learning rate was used.

Hyperparameter CNN U-Net ViT MDN
Learning rate η 0.0005 0.0005 0.0001 0.0010
Weight decay 0.0002 0.0001 0.0003 0.0001
η scheduler constant cosine cosine cosine

avoid overfitting. Finally, building on the deep ensembles approach, we implement an iterative
10-fold cross-validation to estimate models’ predictive uncertainty [53].

When discussing models’ performance, we report the MSE score defined as (1 − MSE) to grant
partial credit for calibrated probabilities. We consider two test datasets: the 9,900 samples from
the original dataset; and a set of 756 manually labeled small experimental CSDs included in the
QFlow 2.0 dataset.

2.8 GitHub repository
As part of this work, we release an open-source repository that provides a unified training and
evaluation framework for the model families studied here (CNN, U-Net, ViT, and MDN). The
toolkit ensures comparability across architectures via stratified k-fold cross-validation,
programmatic control of data budgets (25/50/75/100 %), and seeded randomness for all sampling
operations (fold assignment and subset selection) to guarantee reproducibility. All experiment
settings are specified in human-readable YAML files, with per-model control over architecture
toggles, optimizers, learning-rate schedulers, normalization (z-score or min–max), and
early-stopping criteria. A single CLI command orchestrates data preparation (including image-size
unification to 30×30), training, and evaluation, and it records the exact software environment and
Git commit for provenance.

The framework automatically stores outputs in a structured layout: best-epoch checkpoints
(.pth); per-fold metrics (fractional label MSE score and accuracy); training/validation curves;
confusion matrices and calibration plots; and machine-readable logs (.json/.csv) for post hoc
analysis and aggregation. Together, these features enable transparent and reproducible
benchmarking of classical and deep models on QFlow 2.0, facilitating fair comparisons in future
autotuning studies.

3 Results
In this section, we present the results of our benchmarking study, organizing them around (i)
computational cost, (ii) predictive performance, and (iii) trade-off between them. We begin by
quantifying the training requirements of each architecture, including the number of trainable
parameters, memory footprint, and wall-clock time on GPU and CPU. This allows us to compare
how the structural complexity of the CNN, U-Net, ViT, and MDN translate into resource demands
and convergence behavior across dataset budgets. We then evaluate state-recognition performance
as a function of training set size, before combining these results with training and inference costs to
determine accuracy-efficiency trade-offs.

Training was performed using both min–max and z-score normalization methods on HTCondor
resources [54], which provided shared disk space and GPU/CPU allocations. The model
configuration and computational requirements summary are presented in table 2. Overall, we
observe a loose correlation between the number of trainable parameters and total training time.
The U-Net incurs the highest computational cost under both normalization schemes (with about 22
and 24 GPU hours and 27 and 31 CPU hours for z-score and min-max, respectively), consistent
with the overhead of its spatially intensive layers and skip connections. The ViT also exhibits
relatively high training times (about 12 and 22 GPU hours and 15 and 29 CPU hours for z-score

Table 2. Training configuration and computational requirements for all evaluated models. The table reports the
number of trainable parameters, memory allocation, and training times on GPU and CPU under both min–max and
z-score normalization schemes.

Metric CNN U-Net ViT MDN
No. of trainable parameters [M] 0.06 1.86 1.27 0.83
Space allocation [GB] 2.3(1) 3.5(0) 3.1(0) 2.8(1)
GPU [h] {min-max} 18.0 23.8 21.7 12.4
CPU [h] 24.7 30.5 28.5 16.7
GPU [h] {z-score} 16.2 21.6 12.2 5.9
CPU [h] 21.0 26.5 15.2 7.6
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Figure 3. Box plots illustrating the distribution of the number of epochs for each class of models trained on data
normalized using (a) min-max and (b) z-score. The colors correspond to the four data budgets: 25 % (green), 50 %
(blue), 75 % (yellow), and 100 % (gray), respectively.

and min-max, respectively) and one of the largest memory footprints (about 3.1 GB), driven by
attention matrices and high-dimensional embeddings. In contrast, the MDN is most efficient,
benefiting from avoiding spatial tensor operations altogether and achieving the shortest GPU and
CPU runtimes.

Memory usage mirrors these architectural differences: the U-Net requires the most memory
(3.5 GB regardless of normalization), followed by the ViT. The CNN and MDN remain in the 2.3
to 2.8 GB range due to their comparatively small intermediate tensors. Across all architectures, the
choice of normalization has only a modest effect on runtime and memory consumption, with
min–max normalization tending to be slightly more resource-intensive than z-score normalization.

The impact of the normalization scheme on training dynamics is summarized in figure 3. For
min-max normalization, we observe substantial variability in the number of epochs required for
convergence, with CNNs being the least stable and slowest to converge, and MDNs being the most
stable and fastest to converge, regardless of normalization and data budgets. This increased spread
for CNNs suggests that the optimizer is failing to reach a consistent stopping point across folds.
Interestingly, for the 75 % data budget, all min–max–normalized models exhibit noticeably reduced
variability, indicating that the adverse effects of min–max scaling are partially mitigated at this
intermediate data fraction.

In contrast, with the exception of CNN, z-score normalization yields considerably tighter epoch
distributions across all models and dataset sizes, pointing to more stable and predictable training
behavior. This trend is particularly evident in the MDN models, where the box plots show
narrower interquartile ranges and fewer outliers, indicating more consistent convergence with fewer
epochs. The z-score normalization appears to facilitate a more stable and predictable training
process, contributing to more uniform performance across varying dataset sizes.

The performance of all models considered in this work is presented in figure 4, with the top
panel depicting inference on simulated data and the bottom panel showing inference on
experimental data. Unsurprisingly, the models perform better overall on simulated data, with the
highest accuracy and lowest variability consistently observed under min–max normalization. This
likely reflects the more controlled and homogeneous nature of the simulated distributions, where
min–max scaling preserves informative relative differences between features and thereby facilitates
training.

For the simulated data, model performance differs noticeably between normalization methods.
Under min–max normalization, all models achieve MSE scores above 0.98, whereas under z-score
normalization, the average MSE score drops to roughly 0.7 to 0.8 for CNN and U-Net and about
0.7 for ViT and MDN. The inset in figure 4(a) shows that for min-max normalization, accuracy
generally improves with increasing data budget. For z-score normalization, the accuracy increases
with data budget for CNN and U-Net, but remains fairly constant for ViT and MDN. The overall
rankings, from highest to lowest performing models, are U-Net, ViT, CNN, and MDN under
min–max normalization, and U-Net, CNN, and indistinguishably ViT and MDN under z-score
normalization. However, even for the best-performing models, the variability across runs is
substantially larger under z-score than under min–max normalization, where most runs converge
around 0.99 MSE score.

For the experimental data, we again observe qualitative differences between the two
normalization schemes, though not as dramatic as for the simulated data. Under min–max
normalization, the best-performing model is CNN, followed by U-Net, with the latter having
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Figure 4. MSE score for (a-b) simulated and (c-d) experimental test datasets across all models. Models trained
using min-max normalization are shown in panels (a) and (c), while panels (b) and (d) show models trained using
z-score normalization. The colors correspond to the four data budgets: 25 % (green), 50 % (blue), 75 % (yellow),
and 100 % (gray), respectively.

significantly higher fold-to-fold variance. The ViT and MDN achieve lower accuracy but display
tighter MSE distributions. Under z-score normalization, the best-performing models are CNN and
ViT, again with high variability in accuracy across epochs. In contrast, U-Net performs
unexpectedly poorly and remains unstable. The MDN yields tightly clustered MSE distributions
and relatively stable performance. Although experimental data yield lower MSE scores across all
models, min–max normalization still confers a relative advantage in most cases, suggesting that it
provides a robust default scaling strategy even in noisier, more heterogeneous regimes. The overall
rankings, from highest to lowest performing models, are CNN, U-Net, ViT, and MDN under
min–max normalization, and ViT, CNN, MDN, and U-Net under z-score normalization.

Taken together, our results highlight clear trade–offs between computational cost and predictive
performance across architectures, which are further modulated by the choice of normalization and
the nature of the data. U-Net sits at the “high-cost, high-accuracy” end of the spectrum when
tested on simulated data for both normalization strategies: it consistently achieves the highest
MSE score, but at the expense of the largest memory footprint and the longest GPU and CPU
training times. Moreover, its performance decreases significantly on experimental data, especially
for z-score normalization, rendering the training cost unjustified. CNNs occupy an intermediate
regime with moderate computational demands and strong performance on both simulated and
experimental data, across both normalization strategies. However, its training dynamics are less
stable, with large fold–to–fold variability in the number of epochs and MSE score. By contrast,
MDN defines the “lightweight” end of the spectrum, offering substantially lower training costs and
more stable convergence, albeit with a modest loss in peak accuracy relative to CNNs and U-Nets.

4 Conclusion and outlook
In this paper, we present a benchmarking study of modern deep ML models for multi-class state
recognition in DQD CSDs. By systematically varying the data budget, normalization scheme, and
model architecture on the QFlow 2.0 dataset [13], we provide a controlled comparison of predictive
performance and computational cost directly relevant to the design of automated QD tuning
protocols.

On synthetic data, the U-Net achieved the highest MSE scores, featuring its ability to capture
hierarchical spatial features, which are crucial for identifying charge transition patterns. This
performance, however, comes at a high computational cost, as U-Nets require the longest training
times and the highest memory allocations among all models. Moreover, their performance degrades
noticeably on experimental data, especially under z-score normalization, which limits the practical
value of the additional complexity. At the opposite end of the spectrum, the computationally
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cheaper MDN models offer very stable training dynamics and the shortest GPU and CPU
runtimes, but yield significantly lower MSE scores on both synthetic and experimental data.
Between these extremes, the CNN and ViT provide an attractive compromise, with CNN in
particular delivering strong performance on experimental data despite having an order of
magnitude fewer parameters than U-Net and ViT.

When tested on experimental data, convolution-based networks (CNN and U-Net) consistently
seem to perform significantly better under min-max normalization (by about 4 − 5 %) at the cost
of greater variation between folds and reduced training stability (more training needed on average),
and hence more compute, while the ViT and MDN improved (by about 3 %) under z-score
normalization conditions with fewer epochs on average. Thus, in real-world applications, the
success of these models might depend strongly on the data preprocessing approach. In the context
of QD data, min-max normalization yields the best overall performance, suggesting that it provides
a more robust preprocessing approach for automated QD tuning systems, particularly in
deployments where noise floors vary.

Overall, our benchmarking study indicates that no single architecture dominates across all
regimes. Instead, practitioners should select models along the accuracy–efficiency frontier that best
match the available compute and the target operating conditions. On synthetic CSDs, min–max
normalization tends to amplify the performance gap in favor of more expressive models: U-Net and
ViT yield the highest accuracies with relatively low variance across data budgets. However, the
lack of generalizability to out-of-distribution data significantly limits the utility of such models, as
they rely heavily on labeled experimental datasets for training, which are not readily available at
present. Given that at present only simulated data are readily available for training, our results
suggest that middle-ground CNN models combined with min-max normalization and careful
regularization offer the best balance between accuracy and cost and are the best solution for
real-time calibration of state in QD devices.

Looking ahead, several extensions of this work are natural. First, expanding the benchmark to
include larger QD-array data, additional material platforms, and more diverse simulated data could
help quantify the robustness of these conclusions beyond the DQD setting. Second,
domain-adaptation and transfer-learning strategies—such as fine-tuning on small experimental sets
or incorporating physics-informed priors—could improve the generalization of high-capacity models
trained predominantly on simulations. Finally, incorporating uncertainty quantification and
explainability tools could support safer ML use in QD tuning by enabling end users to interrogate
model confidence and failure modes. Together, these directions can help translate benchmarking
results into practical, trustworthy components for automated control of large-scale QD devices.
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