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Abstract
Quantum circuit design is a key bottleneck for practical quantum
machine learning on complex, real-world data. We present an auto-
mated framework that discovers and refines variational quantum
circuits (VQCs) using graph-based Bayesian optimization with a
graph neural network (GNN) surrogate. Circuits are represented
as graphs, mutated and selected via an expected improvement ac-
quisition function informed by surrogate uncertainty with Monte
Carlo dropout. Candidate circuits are evaluated with a hybrid quan-
tum–classical variational classifier on the next-generation firewall-
telemetry and network internet of things (NF-ToN-IoT-V2) cyber-
security dataset, after feature selection and scaling for quantum
embedding. We benchmark our pipeline against an MLP-based sur-
rogate, random search, and greedy GNN selection. The GNN-guided
optimizer consistently finds circuits with lower complexity and com-
petitive or superior classification accuracy compared to all baselines.
Robustness is assessed via a noise study across standard quantum
noise channels, including amplitude damping, phase damping, ther-
mal relaxation, depolarizing, and readout bit-flip noise. The im-
plementation is fully reproducible, with time benchmarking and
export of best-found circuits, providing a scalable and interpretable
route to automated quantum circuit discovery.

Keywords
QuantumMachine Learning, Variational QuantumCircuits, Bayesian
Optimization, GraphNeural Networks, QuantumArchitecture Search,
Surrogate Modeling.

1 Introduction
Variational quantum circuits (VQCs) have become a central com-
putational primitive for many near-term quantum algorithms, in-
cluding variational quantum classifier (VQ-C), Quantum Neural
Network (QNN), quantum generative adversarial network (QGAN),
variational quantum eigensolver (VQE), and quantum approximate
optimization algorithm (QAOA) [5,6, 9, 10,22–24,26–29,41,45]. The
performance of a VQC depends critically on both its parameter
values and architectural design, defined by the arrangement, type,
and connectivity of quantum gates within the circuit [1, 19, 25, 46].
Designing VQC architectures for noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) devices thus presents a high-dimensional, non-convex opti-
mization problem, with a combinatorial search space that quickly

renders brute-force or exhaustive enumeration intractable as the
number of qubits and circuit depth increase [48, 56].

To address this challenge, recent work on automated quantum
architecture search has adopted techniques from classical neural
architecture search (NAS) [8,43], evolutionary strategies, and black-
box optimization to systematically explore the quantum circuit
design space [12, 13, 17, 30, 49, 54]. In particular, Bayesian optimiza-
tion (BO) provides a principled and sample-efficient framework for
global optimization of expensive-to-evaluate objectives, making
it highly suitable for quantum circuit architecture search, where
each candidate must be validated via simulation or hardware exe-
cution [32, 40, 44, 47, 53].

One of the main challenges in BO lies in constructing a surrogate
model that can both accurately predict a circuit’s performance and
provide calibrated epistemic (model) uncertainty that shrinks with
data, as opposed to aleatoric (noise) uncertainty [33]. Classical BO
typically employs Gaussian processes [4], while simple multilayer
perceptrons (MLPs) require fixed-size, hand-crafted vectors and can-
not exploit the directed acyclic graph (DAG) structure of quantum
circuits, where nodes represent gate operations and edges capture
temporal or qubit dependencies. As illustrated in Fig. 1, two circuits
may share the same aggregate scalars (e.g., total gates, depth) yet dif-
fer substantially in topology and function—information preserved
only in their graph representations. This limitation motivates the
use of structure-aware surrogates, such as graph neural networks
(GNNs), which are designed to process variable-sized, structured
data and can naturally represent quantum circuits as graphs—nodes
corresponding to gate operations and edges capturing connectivity
or temporal dependencies [37,55]. Among them, the Graph Isomor-
phism Networks (GIN) offer provably strong graph discrimination
power (Weisfeiler-Lehman test level) and have demonstrated supe-
rior ranking and generalization performance on graph-structured
tasks [52]. When equipped with Monte Carlo dropout, GNN-based
surrogates can provide both accurate performance predictions and
calibrated uncertainty estimates, enabling acquisition strategies
such as Expected Improvement (EI) to more effectively balance
exploration and exploitation in the BO loop [16].

In this work, we present a graph-based BO pipeline for auto-
mated quantum circuit architecture search, targeted toward hybrid
quantum-classical classification tasks. Automated quantum circuit
search typically suffers from five issues: (i) collapsed architectural
differences in fixed-vector surrogates (gate counts/depth collapse
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Figure 1: Comparison of two quantum circuits with their feature vectors and graph representations. While aggregate scalar features (e.g., gate counts, depth) can
appear similar, the graph encoding preserves topological and dependency information critical for distinguishing circuit function. This motivates the use of graph
neural networks (GNNs) as structure-aware surrogates in quantum circuit optimization.

non-isomorphic circuits to similar features), (ii) uncertainty miscal-
ibration that destabilizes exploration-exploitation in BO, (iii) hard-
ware insensitivity to device constraints, where architecture selection
ignores routing overheads (extra CX/SWAP) that appear after tran-
spilation, (iv) noise insensitivity to realistic𝑇1/𝑇2 and readout effects,
and (v) search bloat toward deep, two-qubit-heavy layouts.

Ourmethod addresses these challenges through a unified pipeline
comprising: a structure-aware GIN surrogate with MC-dropout for
calibrated epistemic uncertainty, a tempered, cost and noise-aware
expected improvement, and a transpiler-aware selection strategy
that mitigates the simulator-device gap. The full pipeline is evalu-
ated under comprehensive noise studies and reproducible experi-
mental protocols.

Specifically, our contributions are as follows:

(1) Structure-aware surrogate for VQCs. We encode circuits
as graphs with temporal and shared-qubit edges and train a
lightweight GIN surrogate that predicts performance and un-
certainty (via MC dropout), improving ranking stability across
mutated candidates.

(2) Cost and noise-aware acquisition.We introduce a tempered
expected improvement objective that integrates normalized
complexity terms (depth, total gates, two-qubit/CZ counts) and
an optional decoherence-aware penalty derived from gate times
relative to 𝑇2/𝑇1.

(3) Hardware-realistic optimization.We incorporate compilation-
induced costs and basic decoherence models into BO, the search

is biased toward circuits that maintain performance after map-
ping, narrowing the simulator-to-device gap.

(4) Comprehensive noise study.We evaluate robustness through
thermal𝑇1×𝑇2 sweeps (heatmaps/contours/surfaces), amplitude
and phase damping analyses, and probability curves for depolar-
izing and readout bit-flip noise, clarifying which noise regimes
most affect learned circuits.

(5) Fair and transparent evaluation.Our experiments use leakage-
free preprocessing on next generation firewall-telemetry and
network internet of things (NF-ToN-IoT-V2), and quantum base-
lines (BO+VQC+MLP, greedy GNN, random search), with tim-
ing breakdowns and Pareto frontiers for accuracy–complexity
trade-offs.

(6) Reproducibility.We will release code, configuration files, ex-
ported best circuits (QASM/PKL), surrogate metrics (Kendall-𝜏 ,
calibration), and thermal-sweep CSVs; all artifacts will be made
public upon acceptance/publication.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 summa-
rizes background and related work. Section 3 details the proposed
methodology. Section 4 presents results and ablations, including ro-
bustness and Pareto analyses, and discusses limitations and future
work. Section 5 concludes the paper.
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2 Background and Related Work
2.1 Automated Quantum Circuit Design
A VQC is a parameterized quantum circuit whose gate parameters
are optimized to minimize a task-specific objective (e.g., energy
or classification loss). We use automated quantum circuit design to
denote methods that search over the discrete, structural degrees of
freedom of a quantum program, gate types, ordering, placement,
connectivity, depth, and hardware layout, rather than (or in ad-
dition to) tuning continuous variational parameters. In the VQC
setting, this is precisely architecture search: automatically selecting
an ansatz topology (and its hyperparameters) that delivers high task
performance under realistic compilation and hardware constraints.

Concretely, a design loop specifies a search space of candidate cir-
cuits (templates, grammars, or free-form DAGs), a search algorithm
to propose candidates (heuristics, evolutionary/RL, differentiable
relaxations, or BO), and an evaluation objective that scores each can-
didate (validation loss, energy, fidelity), optionally augmented with
cost terms for routing depth, two-qubit count, and noise penalties.

Automating the design of VQCs has been explored along several
fronts: (i) template or heuristic guided search (e.g., QAOA-style lay-
ers and their variants) [14]; (ii) differentiable quantum architecture
search, which relaxes the discrete circuit space to enable gradient-
based selection of gates/topologies (DQAS, QuantumDARTS, and
follow-ups) [51]; and (iii) hardware/noise-aware frameworks that co-
search hardware circuits and mappings or otherwise bias search to-
ward device-robust designs (e.g., QuantumNAS and successors) [50].
Despite these advances, recent studies emphasize persistent chal-
lenges: how to represent circuits in a way that preserves struc-
tural distinctions (beyond coarse counts/depth), how to rank candi-
dates sample-efficiently, and how to account for compilation over-
heads and decoherence during search [38]. In parallel, BO-style
search remains attractive when evaluations are expensive: surro-
gates with calibrated epistemic uncertainty, using methods such as
MC-dropout, coupled with acquisition rules such as EI are standard
tools [4, 16, 31].

Our work addresses these gaps by (a) representing circuits as
DAGs consistentwith compiler toolchains [20] and using a structure-
aware GNN surrogate (GIN, with WL-level discriminative power)
[52,55], and (b) folding transpiler-induced costs (routing, depth) and
simple𝑇1/𝑇2-based decoherence proxies into a cost-aware EI, lever-
aging realistic compilation settings using SWAP-based bidirectional
heuristic search (SABRE) routing algorithm [21].

2.2 Bayesian optimization for quantum and
hybrid models

BO is a sample-efficient strategy for optimizing expensive black-box
objectives by learning a surrogate model over observed evaluations
and querying new candidates via an acquisition rule [4,31]. Classical
BO commonly relies on gaussian processes (GPs) for smooth, low-
dimensional spaces, while neural surrogates (e.g., MLPs) are favored
in higher-dimensional or structured settings. A persistent challenge
is quantifying epistemic uncertainty so acquisition rules like EI
can balance exploration and exploitation; practical approximations
include MC dropout as approximate Bayesian inference and deep
ensembles [16, 34].

For discrete or structured design spaces, such as architectures,
graphs, or programs, BO must respect non-Euclidean geometry
and combinatorial constraints. Early work on combinatorial BO
introduced structured kernels and learned embeddings to handle
sets, sequences, and graphs [2]. In the quantum setting, BO has
been used to tune variational parameters and ansatz hyperparam-
eters; however, architecture-level search requires surrogates that
ingest circuit structure and costs beyond simple scalar features
(e.g., depth or two-qubit count). Moreover, realistic acquisition
should incorporate device-facing effects (mapping/routing over-
head, SWAP/CNOT inflation) and decoherence-aware penalties to
avoid overfitting to ideal simulators. These limitations motivate
graph-native surrogates with calibrated uncertainty, combined with
cost and noise-aware acquisition tailored to near-term hardware.

2.3 Graph representations of quantum circuits
A quantum circuit admits a DAG representation 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) whose
nodes are operations (including I/O) andwhose edges follow qubit/bit
wires and temporal dependencies. A coupling map is a hardware
graph that specifies which qubit pairs support native two-qubit
gates; routing (or mapping) inserts SWAPs to satisfy this map.

Mainstream toolchains such as Qiskit expose DAGCircuit ob-
jects for analysis and transpiler passes [20]. Compiler work exploits
these graph forms to reason about coupling maps and routing, with
scalable mappers such as SABRE and successive refinements that
trade off additional SWAPs, depth, and fidelity [7, 21, 35, 42]. Graph
learning has recently been applied to circuits: GNNs and graph
transformers can predict circuit fidelity under noise or compila-
tion outcomes from graph-encoded circuits with gate attributes,
outperforming flat, hand-engineered features [37, 50]. For VQCs,
structural choices affect expressibility and trainability [11, 15, 46],
reinforcing the need for structure-aware surrogates in architecture
search. Graph encodings preserve topological and temporal infor-
mation that scalar summaries discard, enable principled interaction
with compilers and hardware graphs, and are well matched to mod-
ern GNN surrogates for circuit-level prediction. Embedding these
encodings within BO closes the loop for automated quantum circuit
design as architecture search under realistic hardware constraints.

3 Methodology
Our proposed pipeline, as presented in Fig. 2, performs hardware-
realistic circuit discovery end-to-end. We begin with data prepa-
ration and a fixed VQC model (§3.1), then configure noise and de-
coherence models (amplitude/phase damping, thermal relaxation,
readout error) (§3.2). Next, we apply graph encoding and score
candidates with a GIN surrogate using MC-dropout uncertainty,
alongside feature-based MLP scores and a cost- and noise-aware
EI acquisition (§3.4). We define the hardware-constrained search
space and mutation operators that generate candidate circuits (§3.3).
The BO loop then iterates: mutate parents→ surrogate score→ ac-
quire (EI tempered by mapped cost: depth, two-qubit count, CZ/CX,
SWAP) → evaluate top-𝑘 with the true VQC under the selected
noise model → augment the training set and briefly retrain the
surrogate (§3.5). Finally, we report accuracy, wall-time, ranking
metrics, Pareto fronts, and robustness sweeps, and compare to ran-
dom, greedy-GNN, and BO+VQC+MLP baselines (§3.6).
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3.1 Data Preparation and Variational Model
We consider a binary classification task on a balanced subset of the
NF-ToN-IoT-V2 dataset [39], comprising 𝑁 = 10,000 samples. Each
example represents a network traffic instance characterized by 𝐷
real-valued features and a binary label indicating normal or attack
traffic, denoted as (x𝑗 , 𝑦 𝑗 )𝑁𝑗=1, with x𝑗 ∈ R𝐷 and 𝑦 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1}.

The dataset is partitioned into a fixed test set of size 2000, a
fixed validation set of size 1000, and a remaining training pool.
Feature preprocessing is performed on the train pool only, we ap-
ply a univariate ANOVA-𝐹 filter to select the top 𝐾 informative
features, followed by min–max scaling to match the angular en-
coding range [0, 𝜋]. For feature 𝑘 with train-pool bounds 𝑎𝑘 , 𝑏𝑘 , an
angle-embedded input used by the quantum circuit is

𝑥 ′
𝑗𝑘

= 𝜋
𝑥 𝑗𝑘 − 𝑎𝑘
𝑏𝑘 − 𝑎𝑘 + 𝜀

, 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾, (1)

where a small constant 𝜀 > 0 prevents the division by zero. Through-
out, we set the number of qubits to 𝑄 := 𝐾 and apply AngleEm-
bedding with 𝑅𝑦 rotations. A candidate VQC consists of a data-
encoding unitary𝑈enc (x′) and a parameterized ansatz𝑈 (𝜽 ) acting
on 𝑄 qubits. We adopt the standard Hamiltonian-exponential form
for all parameterized gates:

𝑈 (𝜽 ) =

𝐿∏
ℓ=1

exp
(
− 𝑖

2 𝜃ℓ 𝐻ℓ

)
, (2)

where each𝐻ℓ is a tensor product of Pauli operators. The gate types
used in our search space are {RX, RY,RZ, RZZ,CZ,CX, SWAP,H}.
In particular,

RX𝑖 (𝜙) = exp
(
− 𝑖

2𝜙 𝑋𝑖

)
, RY𝑖 (𝜙) = exp

(
− 𝑖

2𝜙 𝑌𝑖
)
,

RZ𝑖 (𝜙) = exp
(
− 𝑖

2𝜙 𝑍𝑖
)
, RZZ𝑖 𝑗 (𝜃 ) = exp

(
− 𝑖

2𝜃 𝑍𝑖𝑍 𝑗

)
,

CZ𝑖 𝑗 = diag(1, 1, 1,−1), CX𝑖 𝑗 = CNOT𝑖 𝑗 .

(3)

The scaled features 𝑥 ′
𝑗𝑘

from Eq. (1) are then injected into the
quantum circuit through a data-encoding layer composed of single-
qubit 𝑅𝑦 rotations:

𝑈enc (x′) =
𝑄∏
𝑖=1

RY𝑖

(
𝑥 ′𝑖
)
. (4)

This encoding maps each normalized feature value to a qubit ro-
tation angle and forms the input layer of the variational quantum
circuit.

Beyond the generic ansatz, our framework also covers a QAOA-
inspired template with depth 𝑝 , characterized by a cost Hamiltonian
𝐻𝐶 and a mixer Hamiltonian 𝐻𝑀 :

𝑈QAOA (𝜸 , 𝜷) =

𝑝∏
ℓ=1

[
𝑒−𝑖𝛾ℓ𝐻𝐶 𝑒−𝑖𝛽ℓ𝐻𝑀

]
. (5)

In our experiments,𝐻𝐶 comprises pairwise𝑍𝑖𝑍 𝑗 couplings (realized
via RZZ) and the mixer via single-qubit 𝑋 rotations, 𝐻𝑀 =

∑𝑄

𝑖=1 𝑋𝑖 .
With the encoding and ansatz specified, the circuit generates a
parameterized quantum state conditioned on the input features.

Given an input x′, the circuit prepares the quantum state

|𝜓 (𝜽 , x′)⟩ = 𝑈 (𝜽 )𝑈enc (x′) |0⊗𝑄 ⟩. (6)

Local Pauli-𝑍 expectation values are then measured as

𝑧𝑖 (𝜽 , x′) = ⟨𝜓 (𝜽 , x′) |𝑍𝑖 |𝜓 (𝜽 , x′)⟩, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑄, (7)

and collected into the vector z ∈ [−1, 1]𝑄 . These measurements
are subsequently processed by a small classical network 𝑔𝜑 : R𝑄→
[0, 1]2, which outputs class probabilities 𝑝𝜑 (𝑐 | z). The hybrid
model parameters (𝜽 , 𝜑) are optimized jointly using the cross-
entropy loss over a minibatch B of size𝑚:

LCE (𝜑, 𝜽 ) = − 1
𝑚

∑︁
(x′,𝑦) ∈B

∑︁
𝑐∈{0,1}

⊮[𝑦 = 𝑐] log 𝑝𝜑
(
𝑐 | z(𝜽 , x′)

)
.

(8)

3.2 Noise and Decoherence Modeling
To emulate realistic NISQ behavior, each candidate circuit is eval-
uated sequentially under each of the following gate-level noise
models: (i) single-qubit depolarizing, (ii) amplitude damping (AD),
(iii) phase damping (PD), or (iv) a thermal mode that composes
generalized amplitude damping (GAD) with PD. For one-qubit and
two-qubit gates with durations 𝑡1Q and 𝑡2Q, and device-like relax-
ation parameters (𝑇1,𝑇2), we define the effective dephasing time

1
𝑇𝜙

=
1
𝑇2
− 1

2𝑇1
, (9)

and the corresponding probabilities as

𝑝AD (𝑡) = 1 − 𝑒−𝑡/𝑇1 , 𝑝PD (𝑡) = 1 − 𝑒−𝑡/𝑇𝜙 . (10)

where 𝑝AD (𝑡) and 𝑝PD (𝑡) define the characteristic probabilities
of AD and PD processes, respectively. In the AD and PD modes,
we apply the corresponding channel after each gate using proba-
bilities derived from its duration 𝑡 ∈ {𝑡1Q, 𝑡2Q} via (10). Each noise
process can be described as a completely positive trace-preserving
(CPTP) quantum channel E acting on a density matrix 𝜌 , repre-
sented through its Kraus operators:

𝐸0 =

[
1 0
0
√

1 − 𝛾

]
, 𝐸1 =

[
0 √

𝛾

0 0

]
,

EAD (𝜌) = 𝐸0𝜌𝐸
†
0 + 𝐸1𝜌𝐸

†
1 .

(11)

For ADwith damping probability𝛾 . Similarly, PDwith dephasing
probability 𝜆 is represented by

𝐹0 =
√

1 − 𝜆 𝐼, 𝐹1 =
√
𝜆 |0⟩⟨0|,

𝐹2 =
√
𝜆 |1⟩⟨1|, EPD (𝜌) =

2∑︁
𝑘=0

𝐹𝑘𝜌𝐹
†
𝑘
.

(12)

with 𝜆 = 𝑝PD (𝑡).
To approximate simultaneous energy relaxation and pure dephas-

ing, the thermal mode composes a GAD channel (with excited-state
4
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Features: SelectKBest(K_FEAT=7,8,9,10)
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Initial circuit
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Per layer: Rzz(θ) on edges + Rx(β) per qubit
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Gate 1-hot (Ry,Rx,Rz,H,Cz,Cx,swap,Rzz)

Per-qubit 1-hot (Q=K_FEAT)

GNN Surrogate (predict perf)
Uncertainty: MC-Dropout (30 samples)  MLP Surrogate (predict perf)

 QC Feature Extraction
Features={Cz,Rx,Ry,Depth,Total

Gates,2Q}
 Bayesian Acquisition

EI(μ,σ,best) × exp(−α·cost)

Select Top-k Candidates
(sort by acquisition score)

 VQC Evaluation
Encoder: AngleEmbedding('Y')

Free/QAOA-like ansatz: IsingZZ(γ_l) + RX(β_l)

Metric
Accuracy validation via sklearn

 Update & Retrain Surrogate

Mapped Cost 
Metrics: Mapped Depth, Cx, SWAP

W_MAP_DEPTH=0.45, W_MAP_CX=0.40,
W_MAP_SWAP=0.15

Base Cost (normalized)
W_DEPTH=0.35, W_2Q=0.35,
W_TOTAL=0.15, W_CZ=0.15

Metrics: Total Gates, #2Q, #CZ, Depth

Noise Models: Amplitude damping, Thermal relaxation, Phase damping, depolarizing,
Readout bit-flip(p=0.02), Thermal (T1,T2) sweep

 Baselines
Random Search

Greedy GNN
BO+VQC+MLP(no graphs)

Outputs
Initial and final circuit graphs and full circuit

Accuracy summary, Time comparison,Ranking
metrics,Pareto frontier, Surrogate loss, Perf vs Complexity

Data Preparation and Feature Engineering Circuit Generation

Graph Encoding & Surrogates

 Cost Modeling

Bayesian Optimization

Noise Modeling & Robustness Sweeps
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Figure 2: Overview of the hardware-aware, graph-based BO pipeline for VQC circuit search. The workflow proceeds from inputs to results as follows. Data
Preparation and Feature Engineering handles preprocessing (§3.1), after which Circuit Generation specifies the ansatz and mutation operators (§3.3). Candidates are
then represented via Graph Encoding & Surrogates together with QC Feature Extraction, using a GIN with MC-dropout and a feature MLP (§3.4). Cost Modeling
integrates base and mapped hardware costs into the acquisition criterion (§3.4), while Noise Modeling & Robustness Sweeps configure device-level noise and related
analyses (§3.2). Within BO, we apply cost-aware expected improvement, select the top-𝑘 candidates, perform VQC Evaluation, and update and retrain the surrogate
(§3.5). Baselines & Reporting summarize results and comparisons, including accuracy, wall-time, ranking, Pareto and robustness analyses, and final circuit graphs
(§3.6).

population 𝑝𝑒 ) and a PD channel after each gate. The GAD compo-
nent uses

𝐺0 =
√
𝑝𝑒

[√
1 − 𝛾 0
0 1

]
, 𝐺1 =

√
𝑝𝑒

[
0 0√
𝛾 0

]
,

𝐺2 =
√︁

1 − 𝑝𝑒
[
1 0
0
√

1 − 𝛾

]
, 𝐺3 =

√︁
1 − 𝑝𝑒

[
0 √

𝛾

0 0

]
,

EGAD (𝜌) =
3∑︁

𝑘=0
𝐺𝑘𝜌𝐺

†
𝑘
, (13)

with 𝛾 = 1 − 𝑒−𝑡/𝑇1 , and is followed by an independent PD channel
with probability 𝑝PD (𝑡) consistent with the target 𝑇2.

In the depolarizing mode, we model stochastic gate errors with
a single-qubit depolarizing channel of probability 𝑝 ,

Edep (𝜌) = (1 − 𝑝) 𝜌 +
𝑝

3
(
𝑋𝜌𝑋 + 𝑌𝜌𝑌 + 𝑍𝜌𝑍

)
. (14)

We apply Edep after each 1-qubit gate with 𝑝 = 𝑝1𝑞 and indepen-
dently to both qubits after each 2-qubit gate with 𝑝 = 𝑝2𝑞 . (These
𝑝1𝑞, 𝑝2𝑞 are constants in our implementation, not functions of𝑇1,𝑇2.)

To account for readout noise and idle-time damping, we apply a
classical bit-flip error with probability 𝑝ro to each qubit immediately

before measurement.
Nro (𝜌) = (1 − 𝑝ro) 𝜌 + 𝑝ro 𝑋𝜌𝑋 . (15)

Between logical layers, we optionally apply idle-time damping
(using the same 𝑇1,𝑇2 mapping) for a fixed inter-layer gap.

To discourage overly deep circuits during search, we add a
penalty based on total gate time

𝑇total = 𝑛1Q 𝑡1Q + 𝑛2Q 𝑡2Q, D = 1 − exp
(
−𝑇total

𝑇2

)
, (16)

where 𝑛1Q and 𝑛2Q are the counts of one- and two-qubit gates. The
quantity D is computed per candidate and min–max normalized
within the current candidate batch before being combined with
other cost terms in the acquisition score.

3.3 Graph-Based Surrogate Modeling and
Acquisition Strategy

To enable structure-aware circuit evaluation, each candidate circuit
is first represented as a directed graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), as illustrated
in Fig. 3. Each node 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 corresponds to a gate instance and
is associated with a feature vector 𝑥𝑣 comprising a one-hot gate
type encoding, a normalized temporal position within the circuit,
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a 𝑄-dimensional one-hot qubit-incidence vector, and a binary flag
indicating whether the gate is two-qubit or single-qubit. Edges cap-
ture dependencies between gates, including temporal adjacency
(𝑖, 𝑖+1), shared-qubit connectivity between gates acting on a com-
mon qubit, and per-qubit sequential links connecting consecutive
operations on the same qubit.
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Figure 3: Graph encoding of a quantum circuit. Each node represents a gate
instance with one-hot features for gate type, position, and qubit involvement;
edges capture temporal and shared-qubit dependencies. The resulting directed
graph enables the GIN surrogate to capture structure-dependent circuit be-
havior.

We employ a two-layer GIN to learn a surrogate function 𝑓𝜃 (𝐺)
that predicts the validation performance of a circuit from its graph
representation. Each GIN layer uses a hidden width of 128, ReLU
activations, and dropout of 0.3, followed by global mean pooling
and a linear output head.

The surrogate is trained by mean squared error (MSE) to target
validation performance 𝑡𝑖 :

min
𝜃

1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

(
𝑓𝜃 (𝐺𝑖 ) − 𝑡𝑖

)2
. (17)

To steer exploration, we estimate epistemic uncertainty withMonte-
Carlo dropout with 𝑇 stochastic forward passes, computing the
sample mean and variance as

𝜇 (𝐺) =
1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑓
(𝑡 )
𝜃
(𝐺), 𝜎2 (𝐺) =

1
𝑇 − 1

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

(
𝑓
(𝑡 )
𝜃
(𝐺)−𝜇 (𝐺)

)2
.

(18)
The surrogate produces, for each candidate graph𝐺 , a predictive

mean 𝜇 (𝐺) and an uncertainty estimate 𝜎 (𝐺), corresponding to the
expected performance and epistemic uncertainty inferred from the
GIN model, respectively. These quantities are then used to guide
exploration through a cost-aware acquisition function.

Let 𝑓 ★ denote the best observed validation performance so far.
For each candidate, we compute the EI

EI(𝜇, 𝜎 ; 𝑓 ★) = (𝜇 − 𝑓 ★) Φ(𝑧) + 𝜎 𝜙 (𝑧), 𝑧 =
𝜇 − 𝑓 ★
𝜎 + 𝜀 , (19)

where Φ and 𝜙 are the standard normal cumulative distribution
function (CDF) and probability density function (PDF), respectively,
and 𝜀 > 0 ensures numerical stability. To balance performance gain

against circuit complexity, the EI is exponentially tempered by a
total cost term:

ACQ = EI · exp
(
−𝛼 𝐶total

)
, 𝐶total = 𝐶base +𝐶map, (20)

where 𝛼 > 0 is a weighting hyperparameter and by definition,
𝐶map = 0 when mapped-cost routing is disabled or no backend is
available. All experiments in this paper satisfy this condition, so
𝐶total =𝐶base.

The base cost 𝐶base aggregates min–max normalized structural
terms within the current candidate batch B:
𝐶base = 𝑊TOTAL𝐺 +𝑊2Q𝐺2Q +𝑊CZ𝐺CZ +𝑊DEPTH𝐷 +𝑊DECOHD̃,

(21)
where D̃ and 𝑣̃ denote, respectively, the normalized decoherence
proxy from Eq. (16) and the min-max scaled quantities:

𝑣̃𝑖 =
𝑣𝑖 − 𝑣min

𝑣max − 𝑣min + 𝜀
, 𝑣 ∈ {𝐺,𝐺2Q,𝐺CZ, 𝐷,D}. (22)

This acquisition strategy favors circuits that are predicted to per-
form well, while penalizing those that are deep, highly entangled,
or prone to decoherence and mapping overheads.

3.4 Quantum Circuit Search Space and
Mutations

Let C denote the set of valid circuits over the gate types
G = {RX,RY, RZ, RZZ,CZ,CX, SWAP,H}.

Each circuit 𝑐 ∈ C is represented as an ordered sequence of gate
instances 𝑔ℓ (𝜗ℓ ), each associated with one or more target qubits
and, when applicable, a continuous rotation parameter 𝜗ℓ ∈ [0, 2𝜋).
For a fixed, leakage-free data split and a given noise configuration
(Sec. 3.2), the black-box objective optimized during BO is defined as

𝐹 (𝑐) = E
[
Accval (𝑐)

]
− 𝜆 penalty(𝑐), (23)

where Accval (𝑐) is the validation accuracy of the hybridmodel based
on circuit 𝑐 , and penalty(𝑐) is a lightweight structural regularization
term combining normalized depth, total gate count, and two-qubit
gate counts. In the main experiments, 𝜆 is set to a small value, and
accuracy and mapped hardware costs are reported separately.

Exploration proceeds through local, structure-preserving mu-
tations that maintain each candidate 𝑐 within C. Given a parent
circuit, one of three possible edits is sampled:
(1) Removing a gate at a uniformly chosen position.
(2) Replacing a gate with another gate sampled from G while re-

sampling parameters and targets.
(3) Inserting a new gate from G at a random position.
For parameterized gates, 𝜗 ∼ U(0, 2𝜋). Two-qubit targets are
drawn uniformly from unordered qubit pairs, and single-qubit tar-
gets are drawn uniformly from all available qubits. Let 𝑝rem, 𝑝rep, 𝑝ins
denote the (user-set) probabilities of the three edits operations, satis-
fying 𝑝rem +𝑝rep +𝑝ins = 1. The resulting mutation kernel𝑀 (𝑐′ | 𝑐)
defines a proposal distribution over offspring (children) 𝑐′ reachable
from 𝑐 in one step; in practice, we apply up to𝑚max independent
edits per proposal to adjust exploration strength, ensuring circuit
validity while introducing architectural diversity for BO selection.

At BO iteration 𝑡 , the set of evaluated circuits isS𝑡 = {(𝑐𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )}𝑛𝑡𝑖=1,
where 𝑦𝑖 = 𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) denotes the observed performance. A parent pool
P𝑡 is formed by selecting the top-𝐾 circuits according to 𝑦𝑖 , from

6



which parents are sampled uniformly. Children are generated by
applying at most𝑚max local edits (MAX_MUTATIONS) to a parent 𝑐 .
At each edit step, the mutation type is drawn from the mixture
Pr[delete] = 𝜌, Pr[replace] = 𝜂, Pr[insert] = 1 − 𝜌 − 𝜂,

(24)
with (𝜌, 𝜂) = (REMOVE_PROB, REPLACE_PROB). A delete removes a
uniformly random gate (if any); replace removes a random gate and
inserts a new one at the same position; and insert adds a new gate
at a uniformly random position.

Gate proposals follow𝑔 ∼ Unif (G), with {𝑖, 𝑗} ∼ Unif
(
{unordered

qubit pairs}
)
for two-qubit gates, while 𝑖 ∼ Unif ({1, . . . , 𝑄}) for

single-qubit gates. Parameters for rotation gates (RX/RY/RZ/RZZ)
are sampled as

𝜗 ∼ Unif [0, 2𝜋). (25)
If a sequence becomes empty due to deletions, a single H is inserted
on a uniformly chosen qubit to preserve validity. Optionally, a
QAOA-inspired restricted space can be enforced by alternating RZZ
and RX layers of depth 𝑝 (cf. (5)); by default, we use a free-form
(unrestricted) ansatz.

Each iteration draws 𝑁 children (N_CANDS) by repeating the
parent sampling and mutation steps. Every child 𝑐 is mapped to
its circuit graph 𝐺 (𝑐) and scored by the GIN surrogate to obtain
MC-dropout statistics (𝜇 (𝑐), 𝜎 (𝑐)) via Eq. (18). We then compute EI
as in Eq. (19) using 𝑓 ★ = max𝑖 𝑦𝑖 and temper it with the total cost
𝐶total to form

ACQ(𝑐) = EI
(
𝜇 (𝑐), 𝜎 (𝑐); 𝑓 ★

)
· exp

(
−𝛼 [𝐶base (𝑐) ]

)
, (26)

where 𝐶base aggregates normalized total gates, two-qubit gates, CZ
count, depth, and the decoherence proxy D̃ (Eqs (21)–(22)). The
loop runs for𝑇 BO iterations (BO_ITERS); wall-clock and stage-wise
timings are logged, and checkpoints of (S𝑡 , 𝜃 ) are saved periodically.
Upon completion, the best circuit by validation accuracy is retrained
on train+val and evaluated once on the fixed test split.

Let 𝑏 = 𝑁 be the candidate batch size and 𝜅 the average number
of GIN forward passes per candidate for MC-dropout (MC_SAMPLES).
Per iteration, surrogate scoring is O(𝑏 𝜅 ||𝐺 ||) where ||𝐺 || denotes
the GNN cost on the circuit graphs (approximately linear in gate
and edge counts). True evaluations dominate: if each selected child
trains for 𝐸 epochs on𝑚 samples with batch size 𝐵, the VQC stage
requires O(𝑀 𝐸𝑚/𝐵) circuit executions per iteration (with a con-
stant factor for hybrid backpropagation).

To avoid trivial duplicates, canonical gate sequences are hashed,
and any repeats are re-sampled. Diversity is encouraged both im-
plicitly by the stochastic mutation kernel and explicitly by cost
terms (which penalize over-entangling, deep, and poorly mappable
circuits). For reporting, we compute a Pareto frontier of (cost, per-
formance) as in Eq (29).

3.5 Bayesian Optimization Loop
The hardware-aware BO loop proceeds per iteration as summarized
in Algorithm 1.

3.6 Evaluation and Baseline Strategies
Following completion of the BO loop, the top circuit by validation
performance is retrained on the union of the training pool and vali-
dation sets (train+validation) for 20 epochs with batch size 256, and

Algorithm 1 Hardware-aware BO for VQC circuit discovery
Require: Budget: iterations 𝑇 , parents 𝐾 , candidates 𝑁 , evalua-

tions𝑀 ; MC-dropout samples 𝑇mc; cost weights𝑊· ; tempering
𝛼 > 0

1: Initialize evaluated set S0 ← ∅ and surrogate 𝑓𝜃
2: for 𝑡 = 1 to 𝑇 do
3: Select parents: P𝑡 ← top-𝐾 circuits from S𝑡−1 by 𝑦𝑖 =

𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 )
4: Mutate & encode: Generate 𝑁 children via up to 𝑚max

edits per parent; map each 𝑐 to graph 𝐺 (𝑐)
5: Score surrogate: Compute (𝜇 (𝑐), 𝜎 (𝑐)) via MC-dropout

(Eq. (18))
6: Compute costs: Build 𝐶base (𝑐) from normalized
{𝐺,𝐺2Q,𝐺CZ, 𝐷, D̃} (Eqs. (21)-(22))

7: Acquire: EI(𝜇, 𝜎 ; 𝑓 ★) with 𝑓 ★ = max𝑦𝑖 ; ACQ(𝑐) = EI ·
𝑒−𝛼𝐶total (𝑐 ) (Eqs. (19), (20))

8: Select & evaluate: Pick top-𝑀 by ACQ; train hybrid model
(loss LCE) and record 𝑦 = 𝐹 (𝑐) (Eqs. (8), (23))

9: Update surrogate:S𝑡 ← S𝑡−1∪{(𝑐,𝑦)}; brief MSE update
of 𝑓𝜃 (Eq. (17))

10: Log: best-so-far, Kendall’s 𝜏 , wall-clock; checkpoint (S𝑡 , 𝜃 )
11: end for
12: Finalize: Retrain best-by-validation on train+validation; evalu-

ate once on the fixed test set

then evaluated once on the fixed test split. During BO, the objec-
tive is validation accuracy with an optional lightweight complexity
penalty,

perf = accval − 𝜆 penalty(C), 𝜆 > 0, (27)

where penalty(C) is a normalized structural proxy (e.g., depth, total
gates, or fraction of two-qubit/parameterized gates). Unless other-
wise stated, 𝜆 is small and complexity is also reported separately.

Comparative baselines include BO+VQC with MLP surrogate on
flat circuit features (no graph), a greedy GNN selector that ranks
candidates by surrogate mean and evaluates the top set, and a
random-search policy over the same mutation space. All methods
use identical data splits, noise configuration, training hyperparam-
eters, and selection budgets.

We report classification performance (validation during BO, final
test at the end), circuit complexity summaries (total gates, two-
qubit gates, CZ count, and depth), transpilation/mapping indica-
tors (𝐷map,CX, SWAP), and performance-cost trade-offs via Pareto
frontiers. Robustness is assessed under calibrated noise sweeps, in-
cluding thermal (𝑇1,𝑇2) grids as well as amplitude/phase damping
and depolarizing/readout variations around the nominal device pa-
rameters. Convergence is summarized by best-so-far curves across
BO iterations, and runtime by per-iteration wall-clock breakdowns.

For surrogate diagnostics, uncertainty moments from Monte-
Carlo dropout are computed as in Eq. (18). Agreement between
surrogate predictions and realized performances is quantified by
Kendall’s 𝜏 ,

𝜏 =
2

𝑛(𝑛 − 1)
∑︁

1≤𝑖< 𝑗≤𝑛
sgn

(
(𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦 𝑗 ) (𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦 𝑗 )

)
, (28)
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aggregated over candidates scored in each iteration. Pareto domi-
nance in the (cost, performance) plane follows

cost𝑎 ≤ cost𝑏 , perf𝑎 ≥ perf𝑏 , with at least one strict inequality,
(29)

and the reported frontier is the set of non-dominated circuits under
these criteria.

4 Results and Discussion
4.1 Experimental Settings
Experiments are conducted using a High-Performance Computing
(HPC) cluster. Models were trained on the PARAM Shivay super-
computer at IIT (BHU), utilizing GPU nodes equipped with 2 ×
Intel Xeon Skylake 6148 CPUs (20 cores @ 2.4GHz each), 192GB
RAM, and 2 × NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPUs (5120 CUDA cores, 16GB
HBM2). The code execution is parallelized using CUDA and sched-
uled via Slurm job management, leveraging 100Gbps InfiniBand
EDR network communication for efficient multi-node execution.

The key settings are summarized in Table 1.

4.2 Best-Found 5-Qubit Circuit
To exemplify the architectural characteristics identified by the pro-
posed BO+VQC+GNN framework, we report a representative 5-
qubit configuration obtained during the optimization process (see
Fig. 4). Although this instance does not serve as the primary bench-
mark for the subsequent large-scale evaluations, it provides a con-
cise visualization of the design principles emerging across different
qubit regimes. The selected circuit encapsulates the intrinsic trade-
off between representational capacity and cost-constrained search
efficiency.

The discovered 5-qubit circuit exhibits a structured alternation
of single-qubit parameterized rotations and selective two-qubit en-
tangling operations. The optimization trajectory converged toward
a shallow configuration characterized by controlled entanglement
density, guided by cost tempering through depth and two-qubit gate
regularization. The surrogate model effectively promoted topolo-
gies maximizing expressivity under coherence-limited constraints,
revealing the model’s structural bias toward cost-efficient entan-
glement.

The learned architecture displays the surrogate’s bias toward
cost-efficient entanglement: it uses just enough two-qubit opera-
tions to unlock nontrivial correlations while preserving short depth
under coherence constraints. This mirrors our acquisition temper-
ing (Sec. 4.3) and explains why BO+VQC+GNN dominates MLP
and search baselines at larger 𝑄 as well—accurate ranking steers
selection, and cost tempering keeps solutions on or near the accu-
racy–complexity Pareto knee.

The resulting topology demonstrates the surrogate’s bias toward
low-depth, high-utility circuits, effectively balancing expressiveness
and hardware feasibility. This behavior corroborates the acquisi-
tion tempering mechanism detailed in Sec. 4.3, confirming that the
search process consistently identifies near-Pareto-optimal solutions
across different qubit counts.

4.3 Optimization Efficiency Analysis
This section assesses the efficiency of the pipeline in converting
compute into progress. We first study wall-clock efficiency, breaking
down end-to-end time per BO iteration into surrogate inference,
surrogate retraining, candidate compilation/mapping, and VQC
evaluation, and then compare total wall time and speedups against
baselines. We then analyze convergence and sample efficiency, quan-
tifying how quickly the best-so-far objective improves as a function
of the number of circuit evaluations and elapsed time, under identi-
cal budgets.

4.3.1 Wall-clock efficiency. As shown in Fig. 5, across 8, 10, and 12
qubits, the BO+VQC+GNN and the BO+VQC+MLP show compa-
rable end-to-end runtimes, indicating that wall-clock cost is domi-
nated by candidate training/evaluation of the hybrid VQC rather
than the surrogate itself. The GNN-based pipeline scales smoothly
as qubit count increases from 8 to 12, with only a modest rise in
elapsed time consistent with deeper circuits and additional two-
qubit operations; importantly, MC-dropout inference for the graph
surrogate adds negligible overhead relative to the VQC training
loop. Overall, the GNN surrogate delivers its structural advantages
without imposing a practical time penalty over the MLP baseline;
both methods’ wall-clock behavior is chiefly governed by optimiza-
tion of the quantum–classical model, with minor variability when
transpiler/mapping steps are included.

4.3.2 Convergence and sample efficiency. Across both mutation
budgets, as shown in Fig. 6, the BO+VQC+GNN curve dominates
the BO+VQC+MLP and other baselines throughout the search . In
the 5-mutation setting (left panel), GNN starts ahead within the
first ∼5-10 iterations and maintains a consistent margin thereafter,
indicating faster residual shrinkage and more reliable early selec-
tions. With 10 mutations (right panel), the advantage of GNN is
even more pronounced: the cost aware curve lifts off earlier, climbs
more steeply, and attains a slightly higher plateau, while the MLP
curve improves more slowly and exhibits mild stalls. The compari-
son between panels shows that a larger mutation budget acceler-
ates convergence for all methods but disproportionately benefits
the graph surrogate, whose structure-aware scoring translates the
added architectural diversity into higher-quality candidates more
quickly.

4.4 Surrogate Model Performance Evaluation
We evaluate whether the surrogate improves in two ways that mat-
ter for BO: (i) residual convergence, i.e., the shrinkage of pointwise
prediction error as more evaluated circuits accumulate; and (ii)
ranking fidelity, i.e., the degree to which the surrogate preserves
the ordering of candidates well enough to select the right circuits
at each iteration.

4.4.1 Residual Convergence. Fig. 7 illustrates the evolution of re-
gression residuals across three circuit configurations with 8, 10, and
12 qubits, highlighting the surrogate model’s convergence behav-
ior and generalization capability. For 8 qubits, the residuals drop
sharply in the first few iterations, which means that the surrogate
converges quickly and is very accurate in lower-dimensional search
spaces. This early stabilization shows that the model does a good
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Table 1: Key hyperparameters and default configuration of the BO pipeline.

Component Setting/Value

Qubits/features 𝑄=5, 8, 10&12 (K_FEAT=𝑄)
Initial Evaluations 50 (INITIAL=50)
BO iterations 100 (BO_ITERS=100)
Parents/batch 𝐾=5, 8, 10&12 (TOPK), 𝑁=5 (N_CANDS)
Mutation 𝑚max=10; (𝜌, 𝜂) = (0.10, 0.10)
Surrogate (GIN) 2 layers, hidden 128, dropout 0.3, global mean pool
MC-dropout passes 𝑇=30 (MC_SAMPLES=30)
VQC candidate train 3000 samples, 10 epochs, batch 128
Final train/test 20 epochs, batch 256 on train+val; single test pass
EI & tempering 𝛼=0.5
Base cost weights 𝑊DEPTH=0.35,𝑊2Q=0.35,𝑊TOTAL=0.15,𝑊CZ=0.15
Mapping cost weights 𝑊MAP-DEPTH=0.45,𝑊MAP-CX=0.40,𝑊MAP-SWAP=0.15
Gate times 𝑡1Q=𝑡2Q=300 ns; 𝑡meas=500 ns
Noise sweeps 𝑇1 ∈ {20, 50, 100, 200, 300, 400} 𝜇s; 𝑇2 ∈ {30, 60, 120, 240, 360, 480} 𝜇s

Figure 4: Best-found 5-qubit architecture returned by BO+VQC+GNN. The circuit exhibits alternating single-qubit rotations (e.g., 𝑅𝑋 , 𝑅𝑌 , 𝑅𝑍 , 𝐻 ) and selective
two-qubit entanglers (e.g., RZZ/CZ/CX depending on the discovered pattern), forming a shallow, cost-efficient design. Reported costs: total gates = [108], CZ gates =
[34], depth = [53]. This matches the frontier region where accuracy gains persist while additional two-qubit count yields diminishing returns.
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Wall times remain comparable 
across qubits, with GNN scaling 

smoothly and runtime dominated 
by circuit complexity.

Figure 5: Wall-time comparison of BO loops. Total BO loop time for
BO+VQC+GNN versus BO+VQC+MLP across 8, 10, and 12 qubits, showing
comparable efficiency despite richer graph computations due to batched sur-
rogate inference.

job of capturing the structure–performance mapping for smaller
circuits.

As the system size increases to 10 qubits, the initial residuals
are comparatively higher due to the expanded circuit topology and
parameter space. Nevertheless, the residuals quickly plateau to low
values, suggesting effective adaptation of the surrogate network to
moderately complex quantum architectures. In the case of 12 qubits,
the model starts with the largest residual magnitude. This is be-
cause higher dimensionality and non-linear entanglement patterns
make things harder. But it keeps getting closer to stable, low-error
predictions, which shows how strong and scalable the surrogate
model is as circuit sizes grow. The overall trend shows that the pro-
posed surrogate keeps high regression fidelity even when quantum
configurations are deeper and wider.

4.4.2 Ranking Fidelity. Fig. 8 reports Kendall’s 𝜏 between surrogate
scores and observed validation performance over BO iterations for
three circuit widths: 8-qubit, 10-qubit, and 12-qubit. Across all set-
tings, 𝜏 trends upward with iteration, indicating that the surrogate’s
pairwise ordering becomes more consistent with ground truth as
data accumulates. The 8-qubit curve starts higher and stabilizes
earlier, reflecting a simpler search space and fewer two-qubit inter-
actions to model. The 10-qubit curve climbs more gradually and
plateaus slightly later, suggesting a moderate increase in combina-
torial complexity. The 12-qubit curve exhibits the lowest initial 𝜏
and the largest early fluctuations, then improves steadily, consistent
with the surrogate needing more observations before reliably rank-
ing candidates in a higher-dimensional, more entangling search
space. Practically, these dynamics mean BO can trust the surro-
gate’s rankings earlier for 8 qubits, while 10–12 qubits benefit from
a longer warm-up (more initial evaluations and/or a higher muta-
tion budget) to reach similarly dependable selection behavior.

4.5 Final Accuracy and Efficiency Trade-offs
Table 2 summarizes validation and test accuracies across qubit scales
(𝑄 ∈ {8, 10, 12}). BO+VQC+GNN consistently matches or exceeds
all quantum search baselines and the flat-feature surrogate, with

the largest margins at 𝑄=12 where the learned, structure-aware
surrogate continues to return high-performing architectures after
transpiler and noise-aware tempering. The complementary sensi-
tivity study in Table 3 shows that moderate mutation strength can
improve exploration without destabilizing selection: for mutation
Mut= 10, BO+VQC+GNN attains higher held-out performance at
test time while keeping validation peaks competitive, indicating
that our cost/noise-tempered acquisition does not overfit transient
candidates. On efficiency, the wall-clock profile indicates that end-
to-end time scales smoothly with circuit complexity rather than
exploding with qubit count: BO+VQC+GNN remains comparable
across 𝑄=8, 10, 12, suggesting that surrogate scoring and candidate
down-selection do not become bottlenecks relative to VQC train-
ing/evaluation (see Fig. 5). This aligns with the observation that
runtime is dominated by circuit size/depth and evaluation, not by
the GNN inference itself, which remains lightweight throughout the
loop. Building on this analysis, Fig. 9 presents the Pareto frontiers
of validation accuracy versus circuit complexity for𝑄=8,𝑄=10, and
𝑄=12. The 𝑄=8 frontier attains strong accuracy at comparatively
low gate budgets, indicating that compact designs already capture
most task signal and deliver an excellent accuracy-efficiency bal-
ance. The 𝑄=12 frontier ultimately reaches the highest ceiling but
exhibits diminishing returns at larger budgets, implying that the ex-
tra capacity beyond a mid-complexity regime yields only marginal
improvements relative to its added cost. To visualize the tension
between performance and circuit size, Fig. 10 scatters validation
performance against gate count for all evaluated circuits. We con-
sistently observe diminishing returns for very deep candidates,
especially under noisy settings. This empirical trend is aligned with
our cost-tempered acquisition (Eqs. (20)), which discourages overly
entangling and poorly mappable designs. This reinforces that the
proposed pipeline not only scales efficiently in computation but also
identifies cost-optimal architectures that sustain strong accuracy
under practical compilation and coherence constraints.

4.6 Ablation and Sensitivity Analysis
We probe the effect of three design knobs in our pipeline: (i) the
mutation budget (how many edits are allowed per iteration), (ii)
cost tempering and mapping penalties inside the acquisition (the
weight 𝛼 and the inclusion of mapped-depth/CX/SWAP terms), and
(iii) the surrogate architecture (graph-based vs. flat-feature). Unless
stated otherwise, experiments follow the main BO protocol and
reuse the same data splits. Starting with on how structural com-
plexity changes between techniques when there are 8, 10, and 12
qubits (see Fig. 11). We use CZ count, circuit depth, and total gate
count to do this. As expected, the CZ count and total gates for all
approaches increase as the number of qubits goes up. This shows
that the architectural search space is getting bigger. For the two
baseline heuristics (Greedy GNN and Random Search), we fix the
architectural budget (depth and entangler pattern) to remove circuit
size as a confounding factor; hence, their gate counts coincide by
design, and differences reflect parameter selection alone. In contrast,
our target methods (BO+VQC+GNN and BO+VQC+MLP) actively
search over architectures via mutation within a constrained family,
allowing gate counts (CZ/total/depth) to vary as part of the opti-
mization. The Greedy GNN/ Random Search baselines always make
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Figure 6: Convergence of best-so-far validation accuracy under varying mutation rates. For Mutation 5 (left), both GNN- and MLP-based surrogates rapidly improve
accuracy, with the cost-aware GNN achieving early and stable convergence. For Mutation 10 (right), higher mutation diversity delays improvement for the MLP
baseline, while the GNN surrogate maintains steady progress, highlighting its robustness and structural generalization across broader search spaces.

8 qubits 10 qubits 12 qubits

The regression residuals drop 
sharply within the first five 
iterations, indicating rapid 

convergence and high surrogate 
accuracy for smaller circuits.

The initial error is higher but 
stabilizes quickly, reflecting 
effective learning despite 

increased circuit complexity.

The model exhibits the largest 
initial residuals due to higher 
dimensionality but achieves 
stable, low-error predictions, 

demonstrating the scalability of 
the regression performance.

Figure 7: Residual convergence behavior of the GIN surrogate across 8-, 10-, and 12-qubit configurations. Each plot shows the evolution of regression residuals over
BO iterations. The 8-qubit surrogate achieves rapid error decay within the first few iterations, while the 10-qubit model stabilizes after a brief transient phase.
The 12-qubit surrogate begins with higher initial residuals due to increased circuit dimensionality but converges to a similarly low-error regime, confirming the
scalability and stability of the regression fidelity across circuit sizes.

Table 2: Classification accuracy (%) across methods and qubit counts. Validation and test accuracies for BO+VQC+GNN, BO+VQC+MLP, Greedy GNN, and Random
Search confirm the consistent superiority of the proposed GNN-based search framework.

Method Qubits = 8 Qubits = 10 Qubits = 12

val acc. test acc. val acc. test acc. val acc. test acc.
BO + VQC + GNN 88.62% 88.45% 88.30% 89.20% 92.32% 94.25%
BO + VQC + MLP 87.53% 88.35% 88.51% 86.25% 93.17% 92.95%
Greedy GNN 71.38% 73.40% 72.12% 73.50% 80.65% 83.35%
Random Search 71.58% 72.05% 72.32% 70.90% 80.15% 83.55%

the smallest circuits (with the fewest gates and lowest depth), while
the BO+VQC+MLP variation makes the most gates at 12 qubits.
The cost-aware BO+VQC+GNN is in the middle of these two ex-
tremes. This means that explicit cost modeling slows down circuit
expansion compared to MLP, but it doesn’t compress as severely as
the greedy heuristic. The slight non-monotonicity in circuit depth
at 10 qubits indicates method-specific optimization trajectories that
result in structurally diverse local optima. In general, these results
show that there is a trade-off between compactness (Greedy) and
learned cost-aware policies (BO+VQC+GNN) that balance complex-
ity against downstream goals.

To further quantify this trade-off, Table 3 compares 10-qubit
experiments under varying mutation limits 5, 10. Increasing the
edit budget improves exploration without destabilizing selection:

BO+VQC+GNN yields higher test accuracy at Mut= 10 while keep-
ing validation peaks comparable. In practice, Mut= 10 strikes a good
exploration–stability balance; smaller budgets under-explore the
neighborhood and saturate early, whereas larger budgets provide
diminishing returns.

4.7 Noise Robustness Analysis
Across six noise scenarios, the learned circuits retain strong perfor-
mance and, in several cases, even benefit from modest stochasticity.
Using the same data split and training budget, the test accuracies
are: no noise 83.25%, amplitude damping 86.70%, thermal relax-
ation 86.55%, readout bit-flip with 𝑝ro=0.02 at 86.05%, phase damp-
ing 85.25%, and depolarizing 80.01% (see Fig. 12). Relative to the
no–noise reference, the deltas are +3.45% (amplitude damping),
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Table 3: Validation and test accuracies (%) under different mutation rates. The table compares the effect of mutation strengths 5 and 10 on performance for 10-qubit
circuits, showing that moderate mutation yields optimal exploration-stability balance.

Method Validation Accuracy (best perf.) Test Accuracy (unseen data)

Mut=5 Mut=10 Mut=5 Mut=10
BO + VQC + GNN 89.17% 88.88% 90.10% 93.20%
BO + VQC + MLP 86.77% 87.32% 86.40% 88.50%
Greedy GNN 71.02% 70.82% 72.20% 73.40%
Random Search 70.82% 70.62% 73.50% 72.40%

Kendall Tau (τ) improves steadily, indicating 
stronger alignment between predicted and 
true rankings as optimization progresses.

Gradual improvement with moderate 
early fluctuations before stabilizing.

Fast early convergence and stable correlation across iterations.

Slower start with larger variance, but reaches 
comparable stability in later stages.

Figure 8: Evolution of surrogate rank fidelity (Kendall–𝜏 ) across BO iterations
for 8-, 10-, and 12-qubit configurations. The metric measures how consistently
the GIN surrogate preserves the ranking of candidate circuits relative to their
true validation accuracies. A steady increase followed by an early plateau indi-
cates improved surrogate reliability as more labeled circuits are incorporated,
leading to more consistent acquisition and accelerated convergence.

Higher complexity yields 
marginal accuracy gains

Balanced trade-off 
with steady gain

Compact circuits 
achieve high 

accuracy efficiently

Figure 9: Pareto frontiers of performance versus circuit cost. Non-dominated
sets for 8-, 10-, and 12-qubit searches illustrate how accuracy scales with circuit
complexity. Compact 8-qubit circuits reach high accuracy efficiently, 10-qubit
designs show a balanced cost–performance trade-off, and 12-qubit configura-
tions offer limited accuracy gains despite higher complexity, demonstrating
diminishing returns in circuit expansion under the proposed BO+VQC+GNN
approach.

+3.30% (thermal), +2.80% (readout bit–flip), +2.00% (phase), 0.00%
(no noise), and −3.24% (depolarizing), indicating that most physi-
cally motivated channels leave accuracy largely intact or slightly
improved, while fully depolarizing errors are the most detrimental.

These trends are consistent with the inductive bias of the pipeline
and the character of each channel. Amplitude and thermal damp-
ing preferentially relax excited populations and can act as a mild

regularizer on angle-embedded features, smoothing sharp decision
boundaries and reducing overfitting; a small readout bit-flip rate
behaves like measurement-level label noise that likewise regular-
izes the classifier head. Phase damping (pure dephasing) reduces
coherence more directly and thus lowers accuracy modestly. In
contrast, single-qubit depolarizing noise injects symmetric, state-
independent perturbations after each gate, eroding signal uniformly
across the circuit and limiting the advantage conferred by topology-
aware search. Practically, circuits selected by our cost and noise-
aware BO concentrate in a stable 85%–87% band under realistic
𝑇1/𝑇2-like processes and moderate readout imperfections, with a
pronounced drop only in the depolarizing case.

To further elucidate these behaviors, Fig. 13 presents contour
plots of validation accuracy as a function of coherence times, high-
lighting the anisotropic sensitivity associatedwith each noisemodel.
Starting with Phase damping, the accuracy improves primarily
with increasing 𝑇2 (vertical gradient), while sensitivity to 𝑇1 is
weak—consistent with pure dephasing, which is governed by 𝑇2;
high-accuracy regions concentrate toward the top of the plot even
when 𝑇1 is modest. While with Thermal relaxation, the accuracy
exhibits a diagonal trend, requiring both𝑇1 and𝑇2 to be sufficiently
large; contours bend along lines of approximately constant effec-
tive dephasing time, producing a broad ridge toward the top-right
quadrant indicative of coupled amplitude loss and dephasing at
finite temperature. And with Amplitude damping, the accuracy in-
creases predominantly with𝑇1 (horizontal gradient), with a compar-
atively flatter dependence on 𝑇2; plateaus emerge when 𝑇1 exceeds
a problem-dependent threshold, at which point additional 𝑇2 gains
yield diminishing returns. Taken together, the maps identify prac-
tical robustness regimes: (i) for phase damping, prioritize larger
𝑇2; (ii) for thermal noise, jointly improve 𝑇1 and 𝑇2; and (iii) for
amplitude damping, emphasize𝑇1. The cost/decoherence-aware BO
used in our pipeline aligns with these trends by favoring shallower,
lower two-qubit count circuits that sit in higher-accuracy basins
across the relevant 𝑇1–𝑇2 ranges.

4.8 Comparison with Existing Quantum
Architecture Search Approaches

Previous studies have explored the use of BO for quantum architec-
ture search, predominantly employing Gaussian-process surrogates
or handcrafted, kernel-based similaritymeasures over circuit strings
and trees to enable sample-efficient exploration of discrete search
spaces [3,18]. Independently, GNNs have been trained on graph- or
DAG-based representations of quantum circuits to predict various
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8 qubits 10 qubits 12 qubits

Figure 10: Accuracy–complexity trade-off across evaluated circuits. Scatter plots show validation accuracy versus total gate count for 8-, 10-, and 12-qubit
configurations. Over-entangling designs exhibit diminishing performance gains, validating the integration of cost tempering within the acquisition strategy.
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Figure 11: Complexity metric comparison under acquisition tempering.
Heatmap of circuit cost components (depth, CZ count, total gates) across
methods and qubit sizes (8-12). The cost-aware BO+VQC+GNN yields system-
atically lower mapped costs than flat-feature or random baselines.

performance metrics—such as accuracy, circuit depth, and compila-
tion cost—by exploiting structural dependencies that conventional
feature-based representations overlook [36].

To the best of our knowledge, these two directions—BO as the
outer search strategy andGNNs as structure-aware predictors—have
rarely been explicitly integrated such that a learned GNN provides
both mean predictions and calibrated uncertainty for the acquisition
step. Our work addresses this gap by embedding a lightweight GIN
surrogate within the BO loop, quantifying epistemic uncertainty
via MC dropout, and tempering the Expected Improvement crite-
rion with hardware-realistic costs (depth, two-qubit count, routing)
and a decoherence proxy. This integrated formulation achieves
higher predictive accuracy and sample efficiency than flat-feature
BO, while maintaining computational scalability.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we presented an end-to-end framework for automated
VQC discovery that couples graph-based BO with a lightweight,
uncertainty-aware GIN surrogate. By encoding circuits as graphs
and learning a structure-sensitive performance model, our pipeline
identifies compact, selectively entangling designs that are both ac-
curate and hardware-conscious. The acquisition function integrates
standard EI, a cost tempering that penalizes depth and two-qubit
content, and an optional decoherence proxy derived from 𝑇1/𝑇2-
informed gate times. Together, these ingredients shift search away
from over-entangled, poorly mappable candidates and toward effi-
cient circuits that retrain well on the full data split.

On a balanced NF-ToN-IoT-V2 task with leakage-free prepro-
cessing and fixed splits, our BO+VQC+GNN framework achieved
strong validation quality with fewer true evaluations than ran-
dom or greedy strategies, and outperformed a flat-feature MLP
surrogate in rank fidelity and wall-clock time-to-quality. Final test
results show that the BO+VQC+GNN outperforms BO+VQC+MLP
and other quantum baselines, while the Pareto analysis highlights
favorable accuracy–complexity trade-offs: our frontier attains simi-
lar accuracy with fewer two-qubit gates and smaller depth. Noise
robustness sweeps further indicate graceful degradation under re-
duced coherence times, with improvements in Acc and A𝛾 when
the decoherence-aware term is enabled during selection.

Limitations. Our experiments rely primarily on simulator-based
evaluation (analytic expectations inside the BO loop), which can
overestimate on-device performance. While cost-aware terms and
post hoc noise sweeps mitigate this gap, broader backends and
direct device runs remain for future work. Additionally, complexity
is treated via a light penalty; an explicit multi-objective treatment
could trace the frontier more uniformly.

Outlook. Promising directions include multi-fidelity BO that in-
terleaves fast shot-free scoring with periodic shot/noise checks,
richer operator sets, and data re-uploading with hardware-efficient
templates, pretraining structure-aware surrogates on large corpora
of circuit graphs, and direct tri-objective optimization over (ac-
curacy, cost, robustness). Given its modular design, our pipeline
can be reused across datasets and hardware targets with minimal
changes: swap the feature selection, choose a backend, and re-run
the same BO loop to obtain compact, robust, and interpretable
quantum circuits.

Key takeaway. Automating circuit discovery with a structure-
aware, uncertainty-calibrated surrogate and physics-informed ac-
quisition delivers circuits that are accurate, efficient, and robust, a
practical step toward scalable quantum machine learning on near-
term architectures.
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A Appendix
This appendix provides additional methodological and experimen-
tal details that complement the main text, including optimization
efficiency analysis, surrogate model configuration, computational
resource breakdown, ablation results, and noise robustness metrics.

A.1 Optimization Efficiency Analysis
Efficiency is quantified along three complementary dimensions: (i)
wall-clock time per component of the BO loop (surrogate inference,
transpilation, VQC evaluation, and surrogate updates), (ii) sample
efficiency, measured by convergence speed to target validation
accuracy, and (iii) hardware-awareness overhead introduced by
cost tempering.

Per-iteration cost model. Let 𝑏 denote the candidate batch size
(N_CANDS), 𝜅 the number of MC-dropout passes (MC_SAMPLES), 𝑀
the number of true evaluations per iteration (top acquisitions), and
𝑡• average stage times. A simple accounting for the 𝑡-th BO iteration
is

𝑡iter ≈ 𝑏

(
𝑡GIN_fwd︸  ︷︷  ︸
∝ 𝜅

+ 𝑡map︸︷︷︸
transpile

)
+ 𝑀 𝑡VQC + 𝑡sur_upd, (30)
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where 𝑡GIN_fwd scales essentially linearly with 𝜅 and graph size,
𝑡map is the per-candidate transpilation time is zero in our case be-
cause cost-mapped routing is disabled, 𝑡VQC is the wall-time to
train/evaluate a selected child on the fixed subset (Sec. 4.1), and
𝑡sur_upd is the MSE update time of the surrogate. The measured
counterparts are reported as Avg Surrogate Inference (ms/cand), Avg
IBM Fake Transpile (ms/cand), Total VQC Eval Time (s).

Candidate throughput and dominant terms. Define the per-iteration
candidate throughput

Θcand =
𝑏

𝑡iter
[candidates/s] . (31)

In practice, 𝑡VQC dominates wall-clock for nontrivial subsets/epochs,
while 𝑡map remains in the few-millisecond range per candidate.
The GIN surrogate admits high throughput because inference is
batched over graphs and MC-dropout reuses graph embeddings
across stochastic masks.

Sample efficiency metrics. Let 𝑓𝑡 be the best-so-far validation
performance after iteration 𝑡 , and let 𝑇 be the BO budget. We use:

𝜏 (𝑎★) := min{ 𝑡 ∈ {0, . . . ,𝑇 } : 𝑓𝑡 ≥ 𝑎★ }, (32)

AUC0:𝑇 := 1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑓𝑡 , (33)

𝑆wall (𝑎★) := time to reach 𝑎★ for baseline
time to reach 𝑎★ for ours , (34)

where 𝜏 (𝑎★) is the number of iterations to reach the target 𝑎★,
AUC0:𝑇 is the area under the best-so-far curve, and 𝑆wall (𝑎★) is the
wall-clock speedup.

Effect of acquisition tempering. Cost tempering Eqs. (20) improves
time-to-quality by avoiding over-entangled candidates that (i) train
slower (𝑡VQC up), and (ii) map poorly (CX/SWAP inflation⇒ 𝑡map
up). Empirically this manifests as: fewer wasted VQC evaluations
on deep circuits and an earlier rise in 𝑓𝑡 ,

Scaling with MC-dropout and batch size. From (30), 𝑡iter grows
linearly with 𝜅 and 𝑏. In our configuration (𝜅=30, 𝑏=5), Avg Surro-
gate Inference (ms/cand) stays modest; doubling 𝜅 doubles surrogate
time but often yields diminishing gains in acquisition quality. If
wall-time is tight, reducing 𝜅 or 𝑏 is an effective knob; conversely,
when 𝑡VQC dominates, modest increases of 𝑏 can amortize 𝑡sur_upd
without hurting wall-clock.

𝜕𝑡iter
𝜕𝜅

=𝑀 𝑡sur,
𝜕𝑡iter
𝜕𝑏

=
𝑡VQC

𝑝
. (35)

where,𝑀 = candidates scored by acquisition; 𝜅 = MC-dropout sam-
ples per candidate; 𝑡sur = avg surrogate forward time per candidate
per sample; 𝑡sur_upd = surrogate update time per iteration; 𝑡VQC =
avg VQC evaluation time per circuit; 𝑝 = VQC evaluation paral-
lelism (set 𝑝=1 if serial); 𝑏 = batch size; 𝑡ovhd = overhead (mutation,
EI computation, bookkeeping).

A.2 Surrogate Model Performance Evaluation
The surrogate 𝑓𝜙 (·) is a two-layer GINwith hidden size 128, dropout
0.3 after each GIN block, global mean pooling, and a linear head.
It is warm-started on the initial 50 evaluated circuits and then

updated by MSE after each BO iteration on the growing set S𝑡 =
{(𝐺 (𝑐𝑖 ), 𝑦𝑖 )}, where 𝑦𝑖 = 𝐹 (𝑐𝑖 ) denotes the observed validation
performance (Eq. (23)). We enable MC-dropout with 𝑇 = 30 passes
to obtain a predictive mean and scale:

𝜇 (𝑐) = 1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑓
(𝑡 )
𝜙

(
𝐺 (𝑐)

)
, 𝜎̂2 (𝑐) = 1

𝑇 − 1

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

(
𝑓
(𝑡 )
𝜙

(
𝐺 (𝑐)

)
−𝜇 (𝑐)

)2
,

(36)
and (optionally) apply an affine calibration 𝜎 ′ = 𝑎𝜎̂ + 𝑏 fitted on
a small held-out slice (as in code). We tracks training MSE across
epochs/iterations. We summarize point-prediction quality with

MSE =
1
𝑛

∑︁
𝑖

(𝜇𝑖−𝑦𝑖 )2, MAE =
1
𝑛

∑︁
𝑖

|𝜇𝑖−𝑦𝑖 |, 𝑅2 = 1−
∑

𝑖 (𝜇𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖 )2∑
𝑖 (𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦)2

.

(37)
Assuming a Gaussian predictive density N(𝜇𝑖 , 𝜎 ′𝑖

2), we report the
average negative log-likelihood

NLL =
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

[
1
2 log(2𝜋𝜎 ′𝑖

2) + (𝑦𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖 )
2

2𝜎 ′
𝑖

2

]
, (38)

and coverage of nominal intervals {1𝜎, 2𝜎}:

Cov@𝑘𝜎 =
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

1
{
|𝑦𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖 | ≤ 𝑘 𝜎 ′𝑖

}
, 𝑘 ∈ {1, 2}. (39)

We also compute an uncertainty calibration error (UCE) over 𝐵 bins
of standardized residuals 𝑧𝑖 = (𝑦𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖 )/𝜎 ′𝑖 :

UCE =

𝐵∑︁
𝑏=1

𝑛𝑏

𝑛

��𝑃 ( |𝑍 | ≤1 | 𝑏) − 0.6827
��, (40)

where𝑛𝑏 is the count in bin𝑏 and 0.6827 is the nominal 1𝜎 Gaussian
mass. Well-calibrated uncertainties yield near-nominal coverage
and small UCE.

Ranking fidelity (for acquisition). Because the acquisition (Eq. (19))
depends on ordering, we report rank correlations between 𝜇 and
𝑦 (or between ACQ and realized gains). We use Kendall’s 𝜏 and
Spearman’s 𝜌𝑠 :

𝜏 =
#concordant − #discordant(𝑛

2
) , 𝜌𝑠 = 1 −

6
∑

𝑖 𝑑
2
𝑖

𝑛(𝑛2 − 1) . (41)

Acquisition hit rate and reliability. We measure the fraction of
selected children that strictly improve the best-so-far objective:

ℎ =
1
𝑀𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

1
[
𝐹
(
𝑐
(𝑡 )
𝑚

)
≥ 𝑓𝑡−1

]
, (42)

(cf. Eq. (42)). Empirically, batches with better-calibrated 𝜎 ′ achieve
higher ℎ at the same 𝜅 (MC-dropout passes), indicating that uncer-
tainty quality, not just its magnitude, matters for EI.

A.3 Computational Resource Analysis
Model sizes (parameter counts). Let 𝑄 be the number of qubits

(features after selection), 𝐻 the GIN hidden width (𝐻=128), and 𝑑in
the node-feature dimension of the circuit graph encoder. From the
encoding (one-hot gates of size 8, position scalar, qubit one-hot of
size 𝑄 , two-qubit flag),

𝑑in = 8 + 1 + 𝑄 + 1 = 𝑄 + 10. (43)
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The two-layer GIN surrogate (each block uses a 2-layer MLP) has

𝑃GIN1 (𝑑in, 𝐻 ) = 𝑑in𝐻 + 𝐻 + 𝐻 2 + 𝐻, (44)
𝑃GIN2 (𝐻 ) = 𝐻 2 + 𝐻 + 𝐻 2 + 𝐻, (45)
𝑃head (𝐻 ) = 𝐻 · 1 + 1, (46)

for a total surrogate size

𝑃sur = 𝑃GIN1 (𝑑in, 𝐻 ) + 𝑃GIN2 (𝐻 ) + 𝑃head (𝐻 ). (47)

With 𝑄=5⇒ 𝑑in=15 and 𝐻=128, this yields 𝑃sur = 51,713 trainable
parameters. The hybrid classifier atop the quantum expectations
uses a 2-layer MLP (𝑄→64→64→2) with

𝑃cls (𝑄) =𝑄 · 64 + 64 + 64 · 64 + 64 + 64 · 2 + 2. (48)

Finally, the circuit has 𝑃𝜃 (𝑐) quantum parameters equal to the num-
ber of parameterized gates in blueprint 𝑐 (count of RX/RY/RZ/RZZ).

Asymptotic time complexity. Per BO iteration, the wall-clock
decomposition (cf. Eq. (30)) is

𝑡iter ≈ 𝑏
(
𝑡GIN_fwd (𝜅, |𝐺 |) + 𝑡map

)
+𝑀 𝑡VQC + 𝑡sur_upd,

where 𝑏 is the candidate batch size, 𝜅 the number of MC-dropout
passes, 𝑀 the number of true evaluations, and |𝐺 | denotes graph
size. Surrogate inference is roughly O(𝑏 𝜅 ( |𝑉 | + |𝐸 |)𝐻 ), with |𝑉 |
nodes (gates) and |𝐸 | edges (temporal + shared-qubit). Transpilation
addsO(𝑏) calls with small constant cost on fake backends. The VQC
stage dominates: with state-vector simulation (default.qubit)
and analytic expectations, cost scales as

𝑇qnode = O
(
𝐿 · 2𝑄

)
, (49)

per forward pass for 𝐿 gate applications; training over 𝐸 epochs
on𝑚 samples (batch 𝐵) and𝑀 children gives O

(
𝑀 · 𝐸 · 𝑚

𝐵
· 𝐿 · 2𝑄

)
.

With noise/dissipation enabled (default.mixed), density-matrix
evolution scales as

𝑇qnode-mixed = O
(
𝐿 · 4𝑄

)
, (50)

explaining the larger runtime of robustness sweeps.

Memory footprint. State-vector memory isΘ(2𝑄 ) complex ampli-
tudes; density-matrix simulation requires Θ(4𝑄 ). Ignoring frame-
work overhead, a single complex64 state uses ≈ 8 · 2𝑄 bytes; density
matrices ≈ 16 · 4𝑄 bytes. With 𝑄=5 these are modest; however,
tape-based autograd and batching increase transient memory. The
GIN surrogate uses O(|𝑉 |𝐻 + |𝐸 |𝐻 ) activation memory per pass;
MC-dropout multiplies only the number of forward passes, not the
per-pass footprint.

Graph size and edge density. Let𝑚 be the gate count of a circuit.
Temporal edges contribute ≈ 𝑚 (linear) and per-qubit temporal
chains; shared-qubit edges add links between temporally separated
gates that touch a common qubit. The practical edge count is near-
linear in𝑚 for typical sparse circuits; worst-case is O(𝑚2) if every
gate shares qubits with many others (not observed under our search
priors).

Scaling recommendations. (i) When 𝑡VQC dominates, increase 𝑏
moderately to amortize surrogate updates, but keep𝑀 small (e.g.,
𝑀=2) to limit true evaluations. (ii) Reduce MC-dropout passes 𝜅
when surrogate inference is non-negligible; the EI benefit satu-
rates beyond 𝜅≈30. (iii) Keep default.qubit for search; reserve
default.mixed for post-hoc robustness. (iv) Favor shallow can-
didates via cost tempering to cut both 𝐿 and mapped CX/SWAP,
improving time-to-quality.

A.4 Noise Robustness Analysis
We quantify how the learned circuits behave under realistic de-
coherence and readout errors. Following Sec. 4.1, we evaluate the
best-by-validation circuit (and, for comparison, the MLP-surrogate
winner) on a grid of thermal parameters (𝑇1,𝑇2) with gate times
𝑡1Q=𝑡2Q=300 ns and 𝑝𝑒=0 using the density-matrix simulator de-
fault.mixed. For each grid point, we retrain the hybrid classifier on
a stratified subset of𝑚=1000 samples for 𝐸=5 epochs (batch 128)
to keep the sweep tractable; validation accuracy on the fixed val
split is recorded as Acc(𝑇1,𝑇2).

Noise channels. Thermal noise is modeled by GAD and PD, with
per-gate error probabilities derived from 𝑇1,𝑇2 and the effective 𝑇𝜙 :

𝑝AD (𝑡 ;𝑇1) = 1 − 𝑒−𝑡/𝑇1 , (51)

𝑇𝜙 =

(
1
𝑇2
− 1

2𝑇1

)−1
, 𝑝PD (𝑡 ;𝑇𝜙 ) = 1 − 𝑒−𝑡/𝑇𝜙 , (52)

where 𝑡 ∈ {𝑡1Q, 𝑡2Q} is the gate duration. Optional depolarizing
(𝑝1Q, 𝑝2Q) and readout bit-flip (𝑝ro) ablations are run separately (cf.
Eq. (15)).

Robustness metrics. Beyond plotting Acc(𝑇1,𝑇2), we summarize
with: (i) average robust accuracy

Acc =
1
|G|

∑︁
(𝑇1,𝑇2 ) ∈G

Acc(𝑇1,𝑇2), (53)

(ii) worst-case accuracy on the grid, Accmin = min Acc(𝑇1,𝑇2), and
(iii) the 𝛾-contour area

A𝛾 =
1
|G| #

{
(𝑇1,𝑇2) ∈ G : Acc(𝑇1,𝑇2) ≥ 𝛾

}
, (54)

with 𝛾 ∈ {0.8, 0.9} as typical thresholds. We also report the relative
degradation at a representative point (𝑇 ◦1 ,𝑇 ◦2 ):

Δnoise (𝑇 ◦1 ,𝑇 ◦2 ) = Accideal − Acc(𝑇 ◦1 ,𝑇 ◦2 ) . (55)
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