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We present a density-matrix simulation of the quantum memory and computing performance of
the distance-3 logical qubit Surface-17, following a recently proposed quantum circuit and using ex-
perimental error parameters for transmon qubits in a planar circuit QED architecture. We use this
simulation to optimize components of the QEC scheme (e.g., trading off stabilizer measurement infi-
delity for reduced cycle time) and to investigate the benefits of feedback harnessing the fundamental
asymmetry of relaxation-dominated error in the constituent transmons. A lower-order approximate
calculation extends these predictions to the distance-5 Surface-49. These results clearly indicate
error rates below the fault-tolerance threshold of surface code, and the potential for Surface-17
to perform beyond the break-even point of quantum memory. However, Surface-49 is required to
surpass the break-even point of computation at state-of-the-art qubit relaxation times and readout

speeds.
I. Introduction

Recent experimental demonstrations of small quantum
simulations' ™ and quantum error correction (QEC)*"
position superconducting circuits for targeting quantum
supremacy” and quantum fault tolerance’, two outstand-
ing challenges for all quantum information processing
platforms. On the theoretical side, much modeling of
QEC codes has been made to determine fault-tolerance
threshold rates in various models'’™'? with different er-
ror decoders'®'°. However, the need for computational
efficiency has constrained many previous studies to over-
simplified noise models, such as depolarizing and bit-
flip noise channels. This discrepancy between theoret-
ical descriptions and experimental reality compromises
the ability to predict the performance of near-term QEC
implementations, and offers limited guidance to the ex-
perimentalist through the maze of parameter choices and
trade-offs. In the planar circuit quantum electrodynam-
ics (cQED) 'Y architecture, the major contributions to er-
ror are transmon qubit relaxation, dephasing from flux
noise and resonator photons leftover from measurement,
and leakage from the computational space, none of which
are well-approximated by depolarizing or bit-flip chan-
nels. Simulations with more complex error models are
now essential to accurately pinpoint the leading contribu-
tions to the logical error rate in the small-distance surface
codes'"'®!7 currently pursued by several groups world-
wide.

In this paper, we perform a density-matrix simulation
of the distance-3 surface code named Surface-17, using
the concrete quantum circuit recently proposed in'® and
the measured performance of current experimental multi-
transmon cQED platforms'®=2?. For this purpose, we
have developed an open-source density-matrix simulation
package named quantumsim?’. We use quantumsim to

extract the logical error rate per QEC cycle, er,. This
metric allows us to optimize and trade off between QEC
cycle parameters, assess the merits of feedback control,
predict gains from future improvements in physical qubit
performance, and quantify decoder performance. We
compare an algorithmic decoder using minimum-weight
perfect matching (MWPM) with homemade weight cal-
culation to a simple look-up table (LT) decoder, and
weigh both against an upper bound (UB) for decoder
performance obtainable from the density-matrix simu-
lation. Finally, we make a low-order approximation to
extend our predictions to the distance-5 Surface-49. The
combination of results for Surface-17 and -49 allows us
to make statements about code scaling and to predict
the code size and physical qubit performance required to
achieve break-even points for memory and computational
performance.

II. Results

A. Error rates for Surface-17 under current
experimental conditions

To quantify the performance of the logical qubit, we
first define a test experiment to simulate. Inspired by
the recent experimental demonstration of distance-3 and
-5 repetition codes*, we first focus on the performance
of the logical qubit as a quantum memory. Specifically,
we quantify the ability to hold a logical |0) state, by
initializing this state, holding it for k € {1,...,20} cy-
cles, performing error correction, and determining a final
logical state (see Fig. 6 for details). The logical fidelity
F1[k] is then given by the probability to match the ini-
tial state. We observe identical results when using |1) or
|£) = %(|0> + 1)) in place of |0).
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FIG. 1. Logical fidelity Fi,[k] of Surface-17 with current ex-
perimental parameters (Table T and®"), simulated with quan-
tumsim as described in Fig. 6. The results from a MWPM
decoder (green) and an implementation of the LT decoder
of'? (blue) are compared to the decoder upper bound (red).
The labeled error rate is obtained from the best fit to Eq. (2)
(also plotted). A further comparison is given to majority vot-
ing (purple, dashed), which ignores the outcome of individual
stabilizer measurements, and to the fidelity Fpnys of a single
transmon (black) [Eq. (1)]. Error bars (2 s.d.) are obtained
by bootstrapping.

We base our error model for the physical qubits on
current typical experimental performance for transmons
in planar cQED, using parameters from the literature
and in-house results (e.g., gate-set tomography measure-
ments). These are summarized in Table I, and fur-
ther detailed in**. We focus on the QEC cycle pro-
posed in'®, which pipelines the execution of X- and Z-
type stabilizer measurements. Each stabilizer measure-
ment consists of three parts: a coherent step (duration
Te = 2Tg,1Q +47g,2q), measurement (7y,), and photon de-
pletion from readout resonators (74), making the QEC
cycle time Teycle = T + Tm + T4a-

Simulating this concrete quantum circuit with the
listed parameters using quantumsim, we predict Jp,[k] of
Surface-17 (Fig. 1). We show F,[k] for both a homemade
MWPM decoder (green, described in”**), and an imple-
mentation of the LT decoder of'? (blue, described in”").
To isolate decoder performance, we can compare the
achieved fidelity to an upper bound extractable from the
density-matrix simulation (red, described in Sec. IV A 3).
To assess the benefit of QEC, we also compare to a sin-
gle decohering transmon, whose fidelity is calculated by
averaging over the six cardinal points of the Bloch sphere:

Fohys(t) = & (1 + e*t/Tl) +3 (1 + e*“l/ZTl“/Tvﬁ)) :

(1)
The observation of Fr[k] > Fpnys(kTeycle) for large k
would constitute a demonstration of QEC beyond the
quantum memory break-even point’. Equivalently, one

can extract a logical error rate e, from a best fit to Fp,[k]
(as derived in Sec. IVA2 as the probability of an odd
number of errors occurring),

Fulk] = %[1 + (1 — 2 )k —Ho]. (2)

Here, kg and €1, are the parameters to be fit. We compare
€1, to the physical error rate

dF, phys (t)

Teycle Teycle
—Tcycle dt = (3)

37y | 3T,

€phys =
t=0

We observe e, = 1.44%, for the LT decoder, e, =
1.07 %, for the MWPM decoder, and ¢, = 0.68 %, at
the decoder upper bound (%. = % per cycle). The

latter two fall below ephys = 1.33 %.. Defining the de-

coder efficiency nq = eiUB)/eL, we find néLT) = 0.47 and

niMVEM) — 0.64.

We can also compare the multi-cycle error correction
to majority voting, in which the state declaration is based
solely on the output of the final data qubit measurements
(ancilla measurements are ignored). Majority voting cor-
rects any single data qubit error (over the entire experi-
ment), and thus exhibits a quadratic decay for small k°.
A decoder should also be able to correct (at least) a sin-
gle error, and thus should produce the same behavior at
low k, delaying the onset of exponential decay in JF,[k].
In fact, a good test for the performance of a MWPM de-
coder is to ensure it can outperform the majority vote at
short timescales, as suboptimal configuration will prevent
this (as seen for the look-up table decoder).

With the baseline for current performance estab-
lished, we next investigate e, improvements that may
be achieved by two means. First, we consider modifi-
cations to the QEC cycle at fixed physical performance.
Afterwards, we consider the effect of improving physical
qubit T and Ty.

B. Optimization of logical error rates with current
experimental conditions

Error sources in current cQED setups derive primarily
from transmon decoherence, as opposed to gate and mea-
surement errors produced by control electronics. Thus,
a path to reducing e, may be to decrease 7cycle. Cur-
rently, the cycle is dominated by 7, + 7q. At fixed
readout power, reducing 7, and 74 will reduce T¢ycle at
the cost of increased readout infidelity ero (described
in Sec. IVB6). We explore this trade-off in Fig. 2, us-
ing a linear-dispersive readout model®®, keeping 7, = 74
and assuming no leftover photons. Because of the lat-

ter, eiMWPM) reduces from 1.07 %, (Fig. 1) to 0.62 %,
o (MWPM) .
at 7 = 300ns. The minimum e, = 0.55%. is

achieved at around 7, = 260 ns. This is perhaps coun-
terintuitive, as epnys reduces only 0.13 %, while egro in-
creases 0.5 %. However, it reflects the different sensitivity
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FIG. 2. Optimization of the logical error rate (per cycle)
of Surface-17 as a function of measurement-and-depletion
time'?. Changes in the underlying physical error rates are
shown as well. Decreasing the measurement time causes an
increase in the readout infidelity (solid black curve with dots),
whilst decreasing the single qubit decay from T3 and T% (black
dashed curve) for all qubits. The logical rate with an MWPM
decoder (green curve) is minimized when these error rates are
appropriately balanced. The logical error rate is calculated
from the best fit of Eq. (2). Error bars (2 s.d.) are obtained
by bootstrapping (N = 10,000 runs). Inset: Logical error
rate per unit time, instead of per cycle.

of the code to different types of errors. Indeed, eiMWPM)

is smaller for 7, = 200 ns than for 7, = 300 ns, even
though ero increases to 5%. It is interesting to note
that the optimal 7, for quantum memory, which mini-
mizes logical error per unit time, rather than per cycle,
is 7y = 280ns (Fig. 2 inset). This shows that different
cycle parameters might be optimal for computation and
memory applications.

Next, we consider the possibility to reduce €1, using
feedback control. Since T; only affects qubits in the
excited state, the error rate of ancillas in Surface-17 is
roughly two times higher when in the excited state. The
unmodified syndrome extraction circuit flips the ancilla if
the corresponding stabilizer value is -1, and since ancillas
are not reset between cycles, they will spend significant
amounts of time in the excited state. Thus, we consider
using feedback to hold each ancilla in the ground state as
much as possible. We do not consider feedback on data
qubits, as the highly entangled logical states are equally
susceptible to T7.

The feedback scheme (Inset of Fig. 3) consists of re-
placing the R, (m/2) gate at the end of the coherent step
with a R,(—m/2) gate for some of the ancillas, depend-
ing on a classical control bit p for each ancilla. This bit
p represents an estimate of the stabilizer value, and the
ancilla is held in the ground state whenever this estimate
is correct (i.e. in the absence of errors). Figure 3 shows
the effect of this feedback on the logical fidelity, both for
the MWPM decoder and the decoder upper bound. We
observe ¢, improve only 0.05 %, in both cases. Future
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FIG. 3. Logical fidelity of Surface-17 with (solid) and without
(dashed) an additional feedback scheme. The performance of
a MWPM decoder (green) is compared to the decoder upper
bound (red). Curves are fits of Eq. (2) to the data, and error
bars (2 s.d.) are given by bootstrapping, with each point
averaged over 10,000 runs. Inset: Method for implementing
the feedback scheme. For each ancilla qubit A;, we store a
parity bit p;, which decides the sign of the R, (7/2) rotation
at the end of each coherent step. The time A; spends in the
ground state is maximized when p; is updated each cycle ¢ by
XORing with the measurement result from cycle ¢t — 1, after
the rotation of cycle ¢ has been performed.

experiments might opt not to pursue these small gains in
view of the technical challenges added by feedback con-
trol.

C. Projected improvement with advances in
quantum hardware

We now estimate the performance increase that may
result from improving the transmon relaxation and de-
phasing times via materials and filtering improvements.
To model this, we return to 7¢ycle = 800 ns, and ad-
just Ty values with both T, = 277 (common in exper-
iment) and Ty = oo (all white-noise dephasing elimi-
nated). We retain the same rates for coherent errors,
readout infidelity, and photon-induced dephasing as in
Fig. 1. Figure 4 shows the extracted e, and eppys over
the T range covered. For the MWPM decoder (up-
per bound) and T, = 27}, the memory figure of merit
Ym = €phys/€L increases from 1.3 (2) at 73 = 30 us to
2 (5) at 100 us. Completely eliminating white-noise de-
phasing will increase v, by 10% with MWPM and 30%
at the upper bound.

A key question for any QEC code is how ¢y, scales with
code distance d. Computing power limitations preclude
similar density-matrix simulations of the d = 5 surface
code Surface-49. However, we can approximate the er-
ror rate by summing up all lowest-order error chains (as
calculated for the MWPM decoder), and deciding indi-
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FIG. 4. Ti dependence of the Surface-17 logical error rate
(MWPM and UB) and the physical error rate. We either fix
Ty = 2T (solid) or Ty = oo (dashed). Logical error rates are
extracted from a best fit of Eq. (2) to Fi[k] over k =1,...,20
QEC cycles, averaged over N = 50,000 runs. Error bars (2
s.d.) are calculated by bootstrapping.
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FIG. 5. Analytic approximation of er, for Surface-17 (green)
and Surface-49 (orange) using a MWPM decoder. Details
of the calculation of points and error bars are given in**. All
plots assume Ty = 2771, and Teycle = 800 ns (crosses) or 400 ns
(dots). Numerical results for Surface-17 with 7cycle = 800 ns
are also plotted for comparison (green, dashed). The physical-
qubit computation metric is given as the error incurred by a
single qubit over the resting time of a single-qubit gate (black,
dashed).

vidually whether or not these would be corrected by a
MWPM decoder (see”* for details). Figure 5 shows the
lowest-order approximation to the logical error rates of
Surface-17 and -49 over a range of Ty = T,/2. Com-
paring the Surface-17 lowest-order approximation to the
quantumsim result shows good agreement and validates
the approximation. We observe a lower e, for Surface-
49 than for -17, indicating quantum fault tolerance over
the T; range covered. The fault-tolerance figure of merit
defined in”, Ay = e£17)/e£49), increases from 2 to 4 as Ty
grows from 30 to 100 us.

As a rough metric of computational performance, we
offer to compare €, (per cycle) to the error accrued by a
physical qubit idling over 7,1q. We define a metric for
computation performance, 7. = (€physTe,1Q)/(ELTeycle)
and v. = 1 as a computational break-even point. Clearly,
using the QEC cycle parameters of Table I and even with
T7 improvements, neither Surface-17 nor -49 can break-
even computationally. However, including the readout
acceleration recently demonstrated in’?, which allows
Tm = Ta = 100 ns and 7¢ycle = 400 ns, Surface-49 can
cross 7. = 1 by T1 = 40 ps. In view of first reports of
Ty up to 80 us emerging for planar transmons”’*%, this
important milestone may be within grasp.

ITI. Discussion
A. Computational figure of merit

We note that our metric of computational power is
not rigorous, due to the different gate sets available to
physical and logical qubits. Logical qubits can execute
multiple logical X and Z gates within one QEC cycle,
but require a few cycles for two-qubit and Hadamard
gates (using the proposals of'%!7), and state distillation
over many cycles to perform non-Clifford gates. As such,
this metric is merely a rough benchmark for computa-
tional competitiveness of the QEC code. However, given
the amount by which all distance-3 logical fidelities fall
above this metric, we find it unlikely that these codes
will outperform a physical qubit by any fair comparison
in the near future.

B. Decoder performance

A practical question facing quantum error correction is
how best to balance the trade-off between decoder com-
plexity and performance. Past proposals for surface-code
computation via lattice surgery'” require the decoder to
provide an up-to-date estimate of the Pauli error on phys-
ical qubits during each logical T' gate. Because track-
ing Pauli errors through a non-Clifford gate is inefficient,
however implemented, equivalent requirements will hold
for any QEC code?. A decoder is thus required to pro-
cess ancilla measurements from one cycle within the next
(on average). This presents a considerable challenge for
transmon-cQED implementations, as 7¢ycle < 1 ps. This
short time makes the use of computationally intensive
decoding schemes difficult, even if they provide lower ey,.

The leading strategy for decoding the surface code is
MWPM using the blossom algorithm of Edmonds'":**.
Although this algorithm is challenging to implement, it
scales linearly in code distance®”. The algorithm requires
a set of weights (representing the probability that two
given error signals are connected by a chain of errors) as
input. An important practical question (see’*) is whether
these weights can be calculated on the fly, or must be



precalculated and stored. On-the-fly weight calculation
is more flexible. For example, it can take into account the
difference in error rates between an ancilla measured in
the ground and in the excited state. The main weakness
of MWPM is the inability to explicitly detect Y errors.
In fact,”* shows that MWPM is nearly perfect in the
absence of Y errors. The decoder efficiency nq may sig-
nificantly increase by extending MWPM to account for
correlations between detected X and Z errors originating
from Y errors®!*2.

If computational limitations preclude a MWPM de-
coder from keeping up with 7¢ycle, the look-up table de-
coder may provide a straightforward solution for Surface-
17. However, at current physical performance, the nq re-
duction will make Surface-17 barely miss memory break-
even (Fig. 1). Furthermore, memory requirements make
look-up table decoding already impractical for Surface-
49. Evidently, real-time algorithmic decoding by MWPM
or improved variants is an important research direction
already at low code distance.

C. Other observations

The simulation results allow some further observations.
Although we have focused on superconducting qubits, we
surmise that the following statements are fairly general.

We observe that small quasi-static qubit errors are sup-
pressed by the repeated measurement. In our simula-
tions, the 1/f flux noise producing 0.01 radians of phase
error per flux pulse on a qubit has a diamond norm ap-
proximately equal to the 77 noise, but a trace distance
100 times smaller. As the flux noise increases e, by only
0.01 %., it appears ¢r, is dependent on the trace distance
rather than the diamond norm of the underlying noise
components. Quasi-static qubit errors can then be easily
suppressed, but will also easily poison an experiment if
unchecked.

We further observe that above a certain value, ancilla
and measurement errors have a diminished effect on ef,.
In our error model, the leading sources of error for a dis-
tance d code are chains of (d — 1)/2 data qubit errors
plus either a single ancilla qubit error or readout error,
which together present the same syndrome as a chain of
(d+1)/2 data qubit errors. An optimal decoder decides
which of these chains is more likely, at which point the
less-likely chain will be wrongly corrected, completing a
logical error. This implies that if readout infidelity (egro)
or the ancilla error rate (€anc) is below the data qubit
(€phys) error rate, er, X (€anc + ERo)egfl;sl )2, However, if
€RO (€anc) > €phys, €1, becomes independent of ero (€anc),
to lowest order. This can be seen in Fig. 2, where the er-
ror rate is almost constant as ego exponentially increases.
This approximation breaks down with large enough €,
and erp, but presents a counterintuitive point for experi-
mental design; €1, becomes less sensitive to measurement
and ancilla errors as these error get worse.

A final, interesting point for future surface-code com-

putation is shown in Fig. 2: the optimal cycle parameters
for logical error rates per cycle and per unit time are not
the same. This implies that logical qubits functioning as
a quantum memory should be treated differently to those
being used for computation. This idea can be extended
further: at any point in time, a large quantum computer
performing a computation will have a set S,,, of memory
qubits which are storing part of a large entangled state,
whilst a set S. of computation qubits containing the rest
of the state undergo operations. To minimize the proba-
bility of a logical error occurring on qubits within both S,
and S,,, the cycle time of the qubits in .S, can be reduced
to minimize the rest time of qubits in S,,. As a simple
example, consider a single computational qubit ¢. and a
single memory qubit g,, sharing entanglement. Operat-
ing all qubits at 7cycle = 720 ns to minimize e, would
lead to a 1.09% error rate for the two qubits combined.
However, shortening the 7cycle of . reduces the time over
which ¢y, decays. If g. operates at 7cyce = 600 ns, the
average error per computational cycle drops to 1.06%, as
gm completes only 5 cycles for every 6 on g.. Although
this is only a meager improvement, one can imagine that
when many more qubits are resting than performing com-
putation, the relative gain will be quite significant.

D. Effects not taken into account

Although we have attempted to be thorough in the
detailing of the circuit, we have neglected certain effects.
We have used a simple model for C-Z gate errors as we
lack data from experimental tomography (e.g. one ob-
tained from two-qubit gate-set tomography”?). Most im-
portantly, we have neglected leakage, where a transmon
is excited out of the two lowest energy states, i.e., out of
the computational subspace. Previous experiments have
reduced the leakage probability per C-Z gate to ~ 0.3%"",
and per single-qubit gate to ~ 0.001%"°. Schemes have
also been developed to reduce the accumulation of leak-
age’’. Extending quantumsim to include and investigate
leakage is a next target. However, the representation of
the additional quantum state can increase the simula-
tion effort significantly [by a factor of (9/4)° =~ 3000].
To still achieve this goal, some further approximations or
modifications to the simulation will be necessary. Future
simulations will also investigate the effect of spread in
qubit parameters, both in space (i.e., variation of physi-
cal error rates between qubits) and time (e.g., 71 fluctu-
ations), and cross-talk effects such as residual couplings
between nearest and next-nearest neighbor transmons,
qubit cross-driving, and qubit dephasing by measurement
pulses targeting other qubits.



IV. Methods
A. Simulated experimental procedure
1. Surface-17 basics

A QEC code can be defined by listing the data qubits
and the stabilizer measurements that are repeatedly per-
formed upon them®”. In this way, Surface-17 is defined by
a 3 x 3 grid of data qubits {Dy, ... Dg}. In order to stabi-
lize a single logical qubit, 9 — 1 = 8 commuting measure-
ments are performed. The stabilizers are the weight-two
and weight-four X- and Z-type parity operators X X7,
232y, XaX3X1Xo, Z5Z42271, ZrZgZsZi3, XgX7X5X4,
ZgZs, and X7Xg, where X (Z;) denotes the X (Z) Pauli
operator acting on data qubit D;. Their measurement
is realized indirectly using nearest-neighbor interactions
between data and ancilla qubits arranged in a square lat-
tices, followed by ancilla measurements [Fig. 6(a)]. This
leads to a total of 17 physical qubits when a separate
ancilla is used for each individual measurement. We fol-
low the circuit realization of this code described in'®, for
which we give a schematic description in Fig. 6(b) (see’*
for a full circuit diagram).

In an experimental realization of this circuit, qubits
will regularly accumulate errors. Multiple errors that oc-
cur within a short period of time (e.g., one cycle) form
error ‘chains’ that spread across the surface. Errors on
single qubits, or correlated errors within a small subre-
gion of Surface-17, fail to commute with the stabilizer
measurements, creating error signals that allow diagno-
sis and correction of the error via a decoder. However,
errors that spread across more than half the surface in
a short enough period of time are misdiagnosed, causing
an error on the logical qubit when wrongly corrected'’.
The rate at which these logical errors arise is the main
focus of this paper.

2. Protocol for measurement of logical error rates

As the performance measure of Surface-17, we study
the fidelity of the logical qubit as a quantum memory.
We describe our protocol with an example ‘run’ in Fig. 6.
We initialize all qubits in |0) and perform k = 1,2,...,20
QEC cycles [Fig. 6(b)]. Although this initial state is not a
stabilizer eigenstate, the first QEC cycle projects the sys-
tem into one of the 16 overlapping eigenstates within the
+1 eigenspace for Z stabilizers, which form the logical |0)
state'”. This implies that, in the absence of errors, the
first measurement of the Z stabilizers will be +1, whilst
that of the X stabilizers will be random. In the follow-
ing cycles, ancilla measurements of each run [Fig. 6(c)]
are processed using a classical decoding algorithm. The
decoder computes a Pauli update after each QEC cycle
[Fig. 6(d)]. This is a best estimate of the Pauli opera-
tors that must be applied to the data qubits to transform

the logical qubit back to the logical |0) state. The run
ends with a final measurement of all data qubits in the
computational basis. From this 9-bit outcome, a logi-
cal measurement result is declared [Fig. 6(e)]. First, the
four Z-type parities are calculated from the 9 data-qubit
measurement outcomes and presented to the decoder as
a final set of parity measurements. This ensures that the
final computed Pauli update will transform the measure-
ment results into a set that measures +1 for all Z stabi-
lizers. This results in one of 32 final measurements, from
which the value of a logical Z operator can be calculated
to give the measurement result (any choice of logical op-
erator gives the same result). The logical fidelity JF,[k]
after £ QEC cycles is defined as the probability of this
declared result matching the initial +1 state.

At long times and with low error rates, Surface codes
have a constant logical error rate er,. The fidelity Fi,[k]
is obtained by counting the probability of an odd num-
ber of errors having occurred in total (as two o, errors
cancel)?"#%:

A=1- % (da-art @

[ odd

Here, the combinatorial factor counts the number of com-
binations of [ errors in k£ rounds, given an e, chance of
error per round. This can be simplified to

Al =135 ()0 -0 -

T R
oy

S+ (11— 2a), 5)

However, at small k, the decay is dominated by the ma-
jority vote, for which e, o (kephys)(d+1)/2. For exam-
ple, for all the Surface-17 decay curves, we observe a
quadratic error rate at small k, as opposed to the linear
slope predicted by Eq. (5). In order to correct for this,
we shift the above equation in k by a free parameter kg,
resulting in Eq. (2). This function fits well to data with
k > 3 in all plots, and thus allows accurate determination
of €1,.

8. The quantumsim simulation package

Quantumsim performs calculations on density matrices
utilizing a graphics processing unit in a standard desk-
top computer. Ancillas are measured at the end of each
cycle, and thus not entangled with the rest of the sys-
tem. As such, it is possible to obtain the effect of the
QEC cycle on the system without explicitly representing
the density matrix of all 17 qubits simultaneously. The
simulation is set up as follows: the density matrix of the
nine data qubits is allocated in memory with all qubits
initialized to |0). One- and two-qubit gates are applied to
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FIG. 6. Schematic overview of the simulated experiment. (a) 17 qubits are arranged in a surface code layout (legend top-right).
The red data qubits are initialized in the ground state |0), and projected into an eigenstate of the measured X- (blue) and Z-
(green) type stabilizer operators. (b) A section of the quantum circuit depicting the four-bit parity measurement implemented
by the Az ancilla qubit (+/— refer to Ry(£m/2) single-qubit rotations). The ancilla qubit (green line, middle) is entangled
with the four data qubits (red lines) to measure Z1Z>Z475. Ancillas are not reset between cycles. Instead, the implementation
relies on the quantum non-demolition nature of measurements. The stabilizer is then the product of the ancilla measurement
results of successive cycles. This circuit is performed for all ancillas and repeated k times before a final measurement of all
(data and ancilla) qubits. (c) All syndrome measurements of the k cycles are processed by the decoder. (d) After each cycle,
the decoder updates its internal state to represent the most likely set of errors that occurred. (e) After the final measurement,
the decoder uses the readout from the data qubits, along with previous syndrome measurements, to declare a final logical state.
To this end, the decoder processes the Z-stabilizers obtained directly from the data qubits, finalizing its prediction of most
likely errors. The logical parity is then determined as the product of all data qubit parities (H?:o D;) once the declared errors
are corrected. The logical fidelity Fr, is the probability that this declaration is the same as the initial state (]0)).

the density matrix as completely positive, trace preserv-
ing maps represented by Pauli transfer matrices. When
a gate involving an ancilla qubit must be performed, the
density matrix of the system is dynamically enlarged to
include that one ancilla.

Qubit measurements are simulated as projective and

following the Born rule, with projection probabilities
given by the squared overlap of the input state with the
measurement basis states. In order to capture empiri-
cal measurement errors, we implement a black-box mea-
surement model (Sec. IVB6) by sandwiching the mea-
surement between idling processes. The measurement



projects the system to a product state of the ancilla and
the projected sub-block of the density matrix. We can
therefore remove the ancilla from the density matrix and
only store its state right after projection, and continue
the calculation with the partial density matrix of the
other qubits. Making use of the specific arrangement
of the interactions between ancillas and data qubits in
Surface-17, it is possible to apply all operations to the
density matrix in such an order (shown in”") that the to-
tal size of the density matrix never exceeds 219 x 219 (nine
data qubits plus one ancilla), which allows relatively fast
simulation. We emphasize that with the choice of error
model in this work, this approach gives the same result
as a full simulation on a 17-qubit density matrix. Only
the introduction of residual entangling interactions be-
tween data and ancilla qubits (which we do not consider
in this work) would make the latter necessary. On our
hardware (see’"), simulating one QEC cycle of Surface-17
with quantumsim takes 25 ms.

We highlight an important advantage of doing density-
matrix calculations with quantumsim. We do not per-
form projective measurements of the data qubits. In-
stead, after each cycle, we extract the diagonal of the
data-qubit density matrix, which represents the probabil-
ity distribution if a final measurement were performed.
We leave the density matrix undisturbed and continue
simulation up to k = 20. This is a very useful property of
the density-matrix approach, because having a probabil-
ity distribution of all final readout events greatly reduces
sampling noise.

Our measurement model includes a declaration error
probability (see Sec. IV B 6), where the projected state of
the ancilla after measurement is not the state reported to
the decoder. Before decoding, we thus apply errors to the
outcomes of the ancilla projections, and smear the prob-
ability distribution of the data qubit measurement. To
then determine the fidelity averaged over this probability
distribution, we present all 16 possible final Z-type pari-
ties to the decoder. This results in 16 different final Pauli
updates, allowing us to determine correctness of the de-
coder for all 512 possible measurement outcomes. These
are then averaged over the simulated probability distri-
bution. This produces good results after about ~ 10*
simulated runs.

A second highlight of quantumsim is the possibility to
quantify the sub-optimality of the decoder. The fidelity
of the logical qubit obtained in these numerical simula-
tions is a combination of the error rates of the physi-
cal qubits and the approximations made by the decoder.
Full density-matrix simulations make it possible to dis-
entangle these two contributions. Namely, the fidelity is
obtained by assigning correctness to each of the 512 pos-
sible readouts according to 16 outputs of the decoder, and
summing the corresponding probabilities accordingly. If
the probabilities are known, it is easy to determine the
16 results that a decoder should output in order to max-
imize fidelity (i.e., the output of the best-possible de-
coder). This allows placing a decoder upper bound F**

on logical fidelity as limited by the physical qubits inde-
pendent of the decoder. Conversely, it also allows quanti-
fying sub-optimality in the decoder used. In fact, we can
make the following reverse statement: if our measure-
ment model did not include a declaration error, then we
could use the simulation to find the final density matrix
of the system conditioned on a syndrome measurement.
From this, the simulation could output exactly the 16 re-
sults that give F{***, so that quantumsim could thus be
used as a maximume-likelihood decoder. In this situation,
F1"®* would not only be an upper bound, but indeed the
performance of the best-possible decoder. However, as
we add the declaration errors after simulation, we can
only refer to F{"** as the decoder upper bound.

B. Error models

We now describe the error model used in the simula-
tions. Our motivation for the development of this error
model is to provide a limited number of free parameters
to study, whilst remaining as close to known experimental
data as possible. As such, we have taken well-established
theoretical models as a base, and used experimental to-
mography to provide fixed parameters for observed noise
beyond these models. The parameters of the error model
are provided in**.

Parameter Symbol | Value |Reference
Qubit relaxation time T, 30 us |77

Qubit dephasing time (white noise) | T}, 60 ps |19
Single-qubit gate time Te1q |20 ns |17
Two-qubit gate time Te2q |40 ms |”
Coherent step time Te 200 ns|'®
Measurement time T 300 ns| '’
Depletion time T4 300 ns| '’

Fast measurement time st 1100 ns|22

Fast depletion time T(gfaSt) 100 ns|??

TABLE I. Standard simulation parameters: Summary of
standard times used in all density-matrix simulations, unless
otherwise indicated. The two-qubit gate is a conditional phase
gate (C-Z). Other error rates and parameters are given in”".

1. Idling qubits

While idling for a time 7, a transmon in |1) can relax
to |0). Furthermore, a transmon in superposition can ac-
quire random quantum phase shifts between |0) and |1)
due to 1/ f noise sources (e.g., flux noise) and broadband
ones (e.g., photon shot noise® and quasiparticle tun-
neling’’). These combined effects can be parametrized
by probabilities p; = exp(—7/T1) for relaxation, and
py = exp(—7/Ty) for pure dephasing. The combined
effects of relaxation and pure dephasing lead to decay
of the off-diagonal elements of the qubit density matrix.



We model dephasing from broadband sources in this way,
taking for Ty the value extracted from the decay time 715
of standard echo experiments:

1 1 1

=+ 6
T, T, T ©)

We model 1/ f sources differently, as discussed below.

2. Dephasing from photon noise

The dominant broadband dephasing source is the shot
noise due to photons in the readout resonator. This de-
phasing is present whenever the coupled qubit is brought
into superposition before the readout resonator has re-
turned to the vacuum state following the last measure-
ment. This leads to an additional, time-dependent pure
dephasing (rates given in”").

3. Onme-qubit Y rotations

We model y-axis rotations as instantaneous rotations
sandwiched by idling periods of duration 74 1q/2. The
errors in the instantaneous gates are modeled from pro-
cess matrices measured by gate-set tomography”**! in a
recent experiment®’. In this experiment, the GST anal-
ysis of single-qubit gates also showed that the errors can
mostly be attributed to Markovian noise. For simplicity,
we thus model these errors as Markovian.

4. Dephasing of flux-pulsed qubits

During the coherent step, transmons are repeatedly
moved in frequency away from their sweetspot using flux
pulses, either to implement a C-Z gate or to avoid one.
Away from the sweetspot, transmons become first-order
sensitive to flux noise, which causes an additional random
phase shift. As this noise typically has a 1/ f power spec-
trum, the largest contribution comes from low-frequency
components that are essentially static for a single run,
but fluctuating between different runs. In our simula-
tion, we approximate the effect of this noise through en-
semble averaging, with quasi-static phase error added to
a transmon whenever it is flux pulsed. Gaussian phase
errors with the variance (calculated in”*) are drawn in-
dependently for each qubit and for each run.

5. C-Z gate error

The C-Z gate is achieved by flux pulsing a trans-
mon into the |11) <+ |02) avoided crossing with another,
where the 2 denotes the second-excited state of the fluxed
transmon. Holding the transmons here for 7, 2q causes
the probability amplitudes of |01) and |11) to acquire

phases’”. Careful tuning allows the phase ¢ acquired

by |01) (the single-qubit phase ¢1q) to be an even mul-
tiple of 27, and the phase ¢11 acquired by |11) to be 7
extra. This extra phase acquired by |11) is the two-qubit
phase ¢2q. Single- and two-qubit phases are affected by
flux noise because the qubit is first-order sensitive dur-
ing the gate. Previously, we discussed the single-qubit
phase error. In’*, we calculate the corresponding two-
qubit phase error d¢aqg. Our full (but simplistic) model
of the C-Z gate consists of an instantaneous C-Z gate
with single-qubit phase error d¢1q and two-qubit phase
error 0¢oq = 0¢1q/2, sandwiched by idling intervals of
duration 742 /2.

6. Measurement

We model qubit measurement with a black-box de-
scription using parameters obtained from experiment.
This description consists of the eight probabilities for
transitions from an input state |i) € {|0),|1)} into pairs
(m,]o)) of measurement outcome m € {+1,—1} and fi-
nal state |o) € {|0),|1)}. By final state we mean the
qubit state following the photon-depletion period. Input
superposition states in the computational bases are first
projected to |0) and |1) following the Born rule. The
probability tree (the butterfly) is then used to obtain an
output pair (m,|o)). These experimental parameters can
be described by a six-parameter model (described in de-
tail in”"), consisting of periods of enhanced noise before
and after a point at which the qubit is perfectly projected,

and two probabilities E‘I?O for wrongly declaring the re-
sult of this projective measurement. In°*, a scheme for
measuring these butterfly parameters and mapping them
to the six-parameter model is described. In experiment,
we find that the readout errors elgo are almost indepen-
dent of the qubit state |i), and so we describe them with

a single readout error parameter egrp in this work.
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A. Full circuit diagram for Surface-17
implementation

The quantum circuit'® (Fig. 7) consists of R,(r/2)
(“47) and Ry(—7/2) (“=7) rotations, C-Z gates, and
ancilla measurements. The coherent steps of the X and
Z ancillas are pipelined (shifted in time with respect to
each other) to prevent transmon-transmon avoided cross-
ings. As long as 1, + 7q > 7, no time is lost due to this
separation.

In a simulation of the given circuit, gates on different
qubits commute and may be applied to the density ma-
trix in any order, regardless of the times at which they are
performed in an experiment. As described in Sec. IV A 3,
by simulating gates in a specific order (Fig. 8), one can
ensure that only one ancilla is ancilla is entangled with
the data qubits at any point in the simulation. This
allows a reduction in the maximum size of the density
matrix from 217 x 217 to 219 x 210,

B. Parameters of error models

This appendix provides mathematical details of the
sources of error described in the main text. Standard
values for the parameters used throughout the text are
given in Table II.

Parameter Symbol | Value Reference
In-axis rotation error Daxis 107 % 20
In-plane rotation error Pplane  |D x 1074 |20
1/f flux noise. A (1p®g)? T
Readout infidelity €RO 5x 1073 19
Photon relaxation time 1/k 250 ns 1o
Dispersive shift x/7 —2.6 MHz |
photon # post-measurement |ng 0.8 photons |

TABLE II. Standard parameters of error models used in
quantumsim, unless indicated otherwise.

In the quantumsim module, all gates are applied in the
Pauli transfer matrix representation’ . These are given
in the form

1
(RA)ij = §T1" (oiMay), (B1)
where matrices o; are the Pauli operators: o9 = I, 01 =

X,O'QZYaIldU3:Z.

1. Qubit idling

Idling qubits are described by the amplitude-phase
damping model? , corresponding to the transfer matri-
ces

1 0 0 0
| 0 V1—p: 0 0
Bare =10 "0 yvIi—p o0 (B2)
D1 0 0 I-m
1 0 0 0
| 0 /1—py 0 0
Bar, =10 " 0 Tops 0 (B3)
0 0 0 1
Idling for a duration ¢ is thus described by
RAP(t) = ]%AT1 RAT¢ (B4)

with p; =1 — e /Tt and pp=1— e—t/Ty

2. Photon decay

In the presence of photons in a readout resonator,
the coupled qubit is affected according to the effective
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FIG. 7. The quantum circuit for Surface-17 syndrome measurement used in all simulations.

(a) Outline of the timing of

the standard circuit, including the time shift between X- and Z-type stabilizer measurements described by'®. Qubit labels
correspond to the position in Fig. 6. (b) Full quantum circuit of the QEC cycle. The C-Z gates within each group are slightly
offset horizontally for visibility (in reality they are performed simultaneously).

stochastic master equation?":

d B r
L = —iZ 00l + 5 Dloulp.
Here, p is the qubit density matrix, D[X] is the Lind-
blad operator D[X]p = XpX' — 1XTXp — 1pXTX,
B = 2xRe(aga}) is the measurement-induced detuning
(Stark shift), and I'y = 2xIm(aga) is the measurement-
induced dephasing, with «; the qubit-state-dependent
photon field in the resonator and 2y the qubit frequency
shift per photon. At time ¢t —t, after the qubit superpo-
sition is created,

agoy = a(ty)exp (—k (t —tm)) exp (2ix (t —ty)),

with ¢t — ¢,,, the time since the end of measurement exci-
tation pulse. Integrating over the interval [tq, 2] gives a
dephasing term with coefficient

Dg,photon = €XP (— f:f Fd(t)dt)

= exp (2)(04(0) exp(k(tm —tg))

et . ty—t
X {W[ﬂi sin(2xt) — 2x cos(2xt)]} g) .

t1—tg

This dephasing is then implemented via the same Pauli
transfer matrix as (B3).
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FIG. 8. Isolation of ancilla interactions in the Surface-17 cir-
cuit given in Fig. 7. Throughout a simulation, quantumsim
stores the density matrix of all data qubits. Each error cor-
rection cycle is split up into 8 steps as labeled. In each step,
a single ancilla qubit is added to the density matrix, the cor-
respondingly colored pieces of the circuit are executed, and
the ancilla is read out and removed from the density matrix.
This scheme is only possible because on each data qubit all
gates are executed in order. Note that steps after the final
C-Z gate on a data qubit are executed during the next cycle.

3. Single-qubit Ry(7/2) rotations

Single-qubit rotations are modeled by sandwiching an
instantaneous Pauli transfer matrix, representing the ro-
tation, with periods of duration 74 1q/2 of amplitude and
phase damping. This allows to model the gate for differ-
ent 77 and Ty. However, comparison of this model with
Pauli transfer matrices obtained from gate-set tomogra-
phy experiments shows that actual gates are more accu-
rately described when adding a phenomenological depo-
larizing noise to the instantaneous part. In the Bloch
sphere, this decay corresponds to shrinking toward the
origin, with factor 1 —paxis along the y axis and 1 —pplane
along the z- and z-axes. We thus model

Rp,(n/2) = RAP(ry 10/2) RR, (n/2) Rdep RAP (1, 1q/2)s
(B5)
where
1 0 0 0
_ 01 — DPplane 0 0
Rdep N 0 0 1- Paxis 0 ’
0 0 0 1- DPplane
and R, (r/2) is the Pauli transfer matrix describing a

perfect T / 2 rotation around the y axis.

4. Flux noise

Shifting the transmon from its sweetspot fqmax to a
lower frequency

fq(t) =

makes it first-order sensitive to flux noise, with sensitivity

8fq _ P
90~ 2By (fq-i-Ec)tan (‘I’o)

Here, @ is the flux bias and &y = h/2e is the flux quan-
tum. For a deviation of @, the pulsed transmon incurs
a phase error

(fq,max + EC) |COS (F‘b(t)/‘bo) -

0 = =274 2q aafq 0d.

Flux noise has a characteristic (single-sided) spectral
density

Se(f) = A/f,

where A &~ (1 u®,)” with f in Hz. We model this noise
as quasi-static over the duration (1/fmin ~ 20 us, or 20
QEC cycles) of individual runs, but fluctuating between
subsequent runs (1/ fmax ~ 20 sec, or 10° runs at 200 us
intervals). The root-mean-square (rms) fluctuations of
flux are therefore

(1 s ar)””

min

= A (fuax/ fuin) "/

5(I)rms

For our quantum circuit based on'®, we estimate the cor-
responding rms phase error induced in a pulsed transmon
to be

Oprms ~ 0.01 rad.

5. C-Z gates

We now focus on the two-qubit phase error. For an

adiabatic gate,

ta
$2q = P11 — Po1 = —27T/ C(t)dt
ty

with ¢; and to = t1 + 752q the start and end of the
gate and ( the time-dependent frequency deviation of the
lower branch of the |11) «» |02) avoided crossing from the
sum of frequencies for |01) and |10). Near the flux center
®. of the |11) —|02) avoided crossing,

¢~ B(® — @) — \/B2(® — 0.) + (2)/27)7,
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where 2J/2r ~ 50 MHz is the minimum splitting be-
tween |11) and |02), and

_10fq

f=350 [o=a..

Differentiating with respect to ® at ®. gives

0
% oms. = 5.

To estimate the d¢aq error, we make the following sim-
plification: we replace the exact trajectory created by the
flux pulse by a shift to ® = @, + P with duration 75 2q.
For a deviation of 6@,

¢

2QaTI)|<I>:<I>C5<I>~

Oaq = —2mT,,
Note that this two-qubit phase error is correlated with
the single-qubit phase error on the fluxed transmon. The
former is smaller by a factor ~ 2.

6. Measurement

The probabilities €, "’ are calibrated using the statis-
tics of outcomes in back-to-back measurements (a fol-
lowed by b) with the qubit initialized in |7).

P(m, = +1), o,
P(ma = +1); = M0t
P(my, = m, = +1), = (63170 + 6arl,l) Lo

+ <€1|r1,0 + 61H,l) 6;}-1,1’
P(mb = —Mmy = Jrl)i _ (eglyo + 631,1) 6;1_,0

+ (6?1’0 + efl’l) 6;1’17
Plom = mm 1), = (1)

)

—1,0 1,1\ +1,1
+ € +e€ )T

P(—mp = —m, = +1), (551’0 + 6071,1) 10
+ (61—1,0 n 61—1,1) 61_—1,1.

We obtain the six free parameters of the black-box de-
scription from these 12 equations, using experimental val-
ues on the left-hand side” . Table III shows the values
used, achieved in a recent experiment'”. For the simu-
lation, we reproduce this behaviour of the measurement
process by a model with several steps. The qubit un-
dergoes dephasing, followed by periods of decay or ex-
citation between which the measurement result is sam-
pled. This measurement result is further subject to a
state-dependent declaration error egp before reported
to the decoder (see Fig.9). The six parameters of this
model are in a one-to-one correspondence with the but-
terfly parameters described above, and can be mapped by
solving the corresponding system of equations. The ex-

Probability | Value |Probability|Value
e’ 0.9985[ 7 0.0050
et 0.0000 e 0.0015
e 0.0015|e; M* 0.0149
. 0.000 [e; " 0.9786

TABLE III. Measurement butterfly matching a recent char-
acteristic experiment'’ using a Josephson parametric ampli-
fier” in phase-preserving mode as the front end of the readout
amplification chain.

declaration declared
emor | s measurement
€20 €ko outcome
d?ca?’/ de_ca)_//
—>| dephase exc:atnzn | echltatlzn 5
P1, P P2 P2

FIG. 9. The model for measurements consists of a dephasing
of the qubit followed by a period of decay and excitation with
probability pil/)T At this point, the qubit state is sampled.
The sampling result is subject to a declaration error ego, and
the qubit state is subject to further decay or excitation with

probabilities piQ/)T before the end of the measurement block.

perimental results in Tab.III are very well explained by
assuming unmodified amplitude-phase damping (withe
zero excitation probabilities) during the measurement pe-
riod, and an outcome-independent declaration error of
€RO = €ho = €20 = 0.15%. We use this result to ex-
trapolate measurement performance to different values
of T1 .

Reduction of measurement time is expected to reduce
assignment fidelity. For the results presented in Fig. 2,
we do not rely on experimental results, but assume a
simplified model for measurement, following Ref. 26. A
constant drive pulse of amplitude € and tuned to the bare
resonator frequency, A, = 0, excites the readout res-
onator for time 7,. The dynamics of the resonator is
dependent on the transmon state (we approximate linear
behavior), and the transmitted signal is amplified and de-
tected in a homodyne measurement as a noisy transient.
This transient is processed by a linear classifier, which
declares the measurement outcome. For resonator deple-
tion, we use a two-step clearing pulse with amplitude €.
and €.9, each active for 74/2 and chosen (by numerical
minimization) so that, at the end of the depletion pulse,
the transients for both transmon states return to zero.
While the resonator dynamics is easily found if the trans-
mon is in the ground state, amplitude damping of the
transmon in the excited state leads to non-deterministic
behavior. We thus numerically obtain an ensemble of
noisy transients for each input qubit state, and optimize
the decision boundary of the linear classifier for this en-
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FIG. 10. Logical error rate for Surface-17 as a function of
single-qubit over-rotation, using the MWPM decoder. Other
parameters are as given in the main text.

semble. Generating a second verification ensemble, the
“butterfly” of the measurement setup is estimated.

The dynamics of the resonator is determined by the
resonator linewidth x as well as the dispersive shift y. We
chose the parameters of the setup used in'”, 1/ = 250 ns
and x/m = —2.6 MHz. The signal-to-noise ratio of the
detected transient is reduced by the quantum efficiency
n = 12.5%. The driving strength € is chosen to ap-
proximate the “butterfly” used in most of the main text,
and corresponds to a steady-state average photon popu-
lation of about 7 = 15. We then keep € constant while
changing the measurement time, keeping 7, = 74, to ob-
tain the butterflies used in the density matrix simulation.
We ignore effects leading to measurement-induced mix-
ing and non-linearity of the readout resonator. Finally,
since these simulations do not allow to make a realistic
prediction about residual photon numbers achievable in
experiments, we ignore this effect when using these re-
sults.

C. Effect of over-rotations and two-qubit phase
noise on logical error rate

In this section we provide additional numerical data
showing the effect of some common noise sources on the
logical error rate. In Fig. 10 we show the effect of a
coherent over-rotation, whereby the R} (m/2) operator
in Eq. B5 is replaced by Ri (7/2 + d¢). This can be
caused by inaccurate calibration of the flux pulse used
to perform the gate. In Fig. 11 we show the effect of an
increase in the two-qubit flux noise d¢.,s as described in
Sec. B4.

T —_— — —

04| ., e e .

Logical error rate ™VPM[%,]

] — A— S —

ool ; ; ; ;
0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Opems (rad)

FIG. 11. Logical error rate for Surface-17 as a function of
two-qubit phase error, using the MWPM decoder. Other pa-
rameters are as given in the main text.

D. Calculation of decoder upper bound

We provide a detailed description how the decoder up-
per bound is obtained from the simulation results. As
described in the main text, after each cycle of simula-
tion, the diagonal of the reduced density matrix of the
data qubits in the Z basis is stored. It contains the prob-
ability distribution for the 2% = 512 different possible
measurement outcomes of the data qubits. In the quan-
tum memory experiment described in the main text, each
of these outcomes are passed to the decoder, which then
declares a logical measurement outcome.

It is evident that any decoder must declare opposite
logical outcomes if two of the 512 possible measurements
m and m’ are related by the application of a logical X op-
erator. Thus, any decoder can give the correct result only
for half of the measurement outcomes. Subject to this
constraint, we can find the set of 256 declarations which
maximize the probability that the declaration is correct.
It immediately follows that no decoder can achieve a dec-
laration fidelity larger than this maximal probability. We
thus refer to it as the decoder upper bound.

In practice, the upper bound is found according to the
following approach. Since declarations are opposite if
two outcomes differ by a logical X operator, they must
be equal if they differ by the application of one or more
X stabilizers (applying two different logical X operators
amounts to the application of a product of X stabilizers).
We thus group the outcomes in 32 cosets which are re-
lated by the application of X-stabilizers. (There are 4 X-
stabilizers in Surface-17, so there are 512/2% = 32 cosets).
For outcomes from the same coset, the declaration from a
decoder must be the same. We obtain the probability of a
final measurement falling within each coset by summing
the probabilities from the density matrix diagonal. We
further group the 32 cosets to 16 pairs, which differ by
the application of a logical operator. The upper bound is
then obtained by selecting the more probable coset from
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each pair and summing the corresponding probabilities.
This upper bound can also be interpreted as the internal
decoherence of the logical qubit: it represents the maxi-
mal overlap of the final state with the initial state, under
any possible correction of errors.

We finally emphasize that the this upper bound can
be found only because we have access to the complete
probability distribution of outcomes (for a given result
of syndrome measurements), a major advantage of the
density matrix simulation. However, we do not expect
that any decoder can actually achieve this upper bound:
This is because we add syndrome measurement events
independently after the situation, which will decrease the
logical error rate further.

E. Hardware requirements of simulation

The simulations are performed using the quantum-
sim package®’, which were developed by the authors for
this work. The package is accelerated by performing
the density matrix manipulations on a GPU (graphics
card). The simulations for this work were performed on
a NVidia Tesla K40 GPU, on which we observed runtimes
of about 0.5 seconds for the simulation of a run of k=20
cycles (25 ms per QEC cycle). We also had the opportu-
nity to test the software on a more modern GPU (NVidia
Tesla P100), observing about 15 ms per cycle, and on a
consumer-grade GPU (NVidia Quadro M2000), observ-
ing about 40 ms per cycle. By comparison, the CPU is
mostly idle during the simulation, except for handling of
input and output. The memory requirements are modest
for both CPU and GPU RAM. They are dominated by
the storage of the density matrices and amount to a few
ten megabytes.

F. Homemade MWPM decoder with asymmetric
weight calculation

Every QEC code requires a decoder to track the most
likely errors consistent with a given set of stabilizer mea-
surements. The MWPM decoder has gained popularity
since it was shown to have threshold values above 1%"*.
The motivation behind MWPM is that single X or Z er-
rors on data qubits in the bulk of a surface-code fabric
cause changes of two stabilizers in the code. These sig-
nals can then be considered vertices on a graph, with the
error the edge connecting them. Errors in measurement,
or errors on a single ancilla qubit, behave as changes in
the stabilizer that are separated in time. Multiple errors
that would join the same vertices create longer paths in
the graph, of which an experiment only records the end-
points. Thus, the problem becomes that of finding the
most likely set of generating errors given the error signals
that mark their ends. This is made slightly simpler, as in
the surface code any chain of errors that forms a closed
loop does not change the logical state. This implies that

all paths that connect two points are equivalent, and can
be considered together. The problem then is to join er-
ror signals, either in pairs, or to a ‘boundary’ vertex.
The latter corresponds to errors on data qubits at the
boundary, which belong to only one X or Z stabilizer.
This pairing P should be chosen as the most likely com-
bination of single-qubit errors that could generate the
measured error signals. This has then been reduced to
the problem of minimum-weight perfect matching on a
graph, which can be solved in polynomial time by the
blossom algorithm'"? .

The MWPM decoder we use differs from previous
methods by its weight calculation. As part of the de-
coding process, it is required to calculate to some degree
of accuracy’ the probability pe, , of two measured error
signals e; and es being connected by a chain of individ-
ual logical errors. This is then converted to a weight
We, ey = —108(De, ey), Which form the input to the blos-
som algorithm of Edmonds to find the most likely match-
ing of error signals'’? . An exact calculation of p,, ., re-
quires a sum over all such chains between e; and ey that
do not cross the boundary (these are equivalent modulo
stabilizer operators that do not change the logical state).
In this appendix we detail a method of computing this
sum, and approximations to make it viable within the
runtime of the experiment.

Let us define the ancilla graph G4 = (Va, E4) contain-
ing a vertex v € V4 for every ancilla measurement, and an
edge e € E4 connecting v,u € V4 if a single component
(gate, single-qubit rest period, or faulty measurement)
in the simulation can cause the u and v measurements
to return an error. We include a special ‘boundary’ ver-
tex vp, to which we connect another vertex v if single
components can cause errors on v alone. Then, to each
edge e we associate a probability p., being the sum of
the probabilities of each component causing this error
signal. These error rates can be obtained directly from
quantumsim, by cutting the circuit at each C-Z gate and
measuring the decay of single qubits between. Then, for
a given experiment with given syndrome measurements,
let us define the syndrome graph Gg = (Vg, Fg) con-
taining a vertex v € Vg for each syndrome measurement
that records an error, and an edge A, € Eg connecting
u,v € Vg if u and v are either both X ancilla qubits or
both Z ancilla qubits. To each edge A, , we associate a
probability p,, ., given by the sum of the probabilities of
a chain of errors causing error signals solely on u and v.

If we assume that single-qubit errors are uncorrelated,
we have to lowest order

n
Pup = § Hpe]~7 (Fl)
paths (e1,e2,...,en) between v and v = j=1

Let A4 be the adjacency matrix on G4 weighted by the
probabilities p. (i.e., (A4)uwp = Pe With e connecting u
and v), and Ag the same for Gs. Then, the above be-
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comes

1

=——1
1—- Ay

Ag = Ap+ A% + A3 + - , (F2)
noting that Ag contains a subset of the indices that are
used to construct A4.

The boundary must be treated specially in the above
calculation. For the purposes of the surface code, the
boundary can be described as a single vertex which has
no limit on the number of other vertices it may pair
to'. For the purposes of weight calculation, any path
that passes through the boundary is already counted by
pairing both end vertices to the boundary. This can be
treated by making G4 directed, and breaking the sym-
metry AL = A,. In particular, either (Aa),, , = 0 for
all u or (Aa),,,, = 0 for all u.

The above calculation requires inversion of a Ny.¢ X
Npay matrix, with Ny, the total number of ancilla mea-
surements per experiment. Furthermore, as ancilla error
rates depend upon the previous ancilla state, elements
in Ay are not completely known until the previous cy-
cle. This implies that in an actual computation with run-
time decoding, this inversion would need to be completed
within a few microseconds (with a transmon-cQED archi-
tecture), which is practically unfeasible. We suggest two
approximations that can be made to shorten the decod-
ing time. The first is to average all errors over the ancilla
population, ignoring any asymmetry in the system. The
adjacency matrix is now the same for any experiment,
and can be precalculated and stored as a look-up table
for the run-time decoder. We call this the decoder with
symmetrized weights. The size of such a look-up table
scales poorly with the number of qubits and the num-
ber of cycles. However, (Ag)y,» is approximately invari-
ant under simultaneous translation of u and v (excluding
boundary effects). This implies that a precalculated Ag
can be vastly compressed, making this method feasible.

The second approximation to the full Ag calculation
is to perform it iteratively. We divide our graph G4 (Gg)
by time steps; let G% (G%) be the subgraph of G4 (Gs)
containing only ancillas measured before time step ¢, and
let 9GY (0G%) be the subgraph of G4 (Gs) containing only
ancillas measured during time step ¢. Then, if we assume
we have an approximation to the matrix A% (being the
adjacency matrix of G%), we can approximate

Al st
At+1 ~ S 7 S 1 F3
S ( (Cngl) (1 _ aAi;rl) ( )

to lowest order in physical errors. Here, 5‘Af4+1 is the
weighted adjacency matrix on agfjl, and the coupling
matrix Cg“ is approximated by

it = A oA ()

with Cffl the adjacency matrix containing only edges
between Bgf4+1 and Qg. This procedure corresponds to

QEC cycle number [k]

10 5 10 15 20
=
W 0.96
z
D L
T
=
S 0.92}
D
2 +—4 Decoder upper bound
- ++4 MWPM decoder
+ Lookup table decoder
0.885 3 8 12 16
Wall-clock time [ps]
FIG. 12. Simulation of the experimental protocol used

throughout the work, but using an error model that has Y
errors and readout infidelity removed. With these errors ab-
sent, the MWPM decoder achieves the decoder upper bound
within simulation error. The look-up table approach (blue)
retains some inaccuracy beyond this.

a sum over all paths that are made by moving within

0G4, shifting back in time to GY, and then taking any

precalculated path in G4. O and (1 — 8Af4+1)_1 can

be precalculated, and so the runtime computation re-
quirement is reduced to the product in Eq. (F4). This in
turn can be sparsified, as CZH only contains connections
to vertices in G close to the time boundary, and we can
delete all terms in A% that do not connect from these
vertices to errors.

We have used the second method for our MWPM de-
coder, as we expect the error from neglecting higher-order
combinations of errors to be small. In order to check this
assumption, in Fig. 12 we repeat our simulation protocol
with a modified physical error model that excludes all
Y and measurement errors. We see that in the absence
of these errors, the MWPM decoder performs within the
error margin of the decoder upper bound. Note that a
small deviation is expected from the discrepancy between
a MWPM decoder and a maximum-likelihood decoder'®.
With the parameters used in this work, we do not ob-
serve any loss of fidelity when we stop accounting for the
difference in error rates between ancilla states. We ac-
count this to the large error contribution from photon
noise and gate infidelity on the ancilla qubits, which do
not have this asymmetry. We further note that we oper-
ate in a regime of large ancilla error; as described in the
text this makes the system counter-intuitively less sen-
sitive to ancilla noise. In systems where this is not the
case, it could be that accounting for ancilla asymmetry
provides a useful computational method to improve ey,.
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G. Implementation of a look-up table decoder

In'?, the authors describe a decoding scheme specific to
Surface-17, which is optimized to be implementable with
limited computational resources in a short cycle time.
This decoding scheme works by using a short decision
tree to connect errors to each other in a style similar to
blossom. Indeed, this scheme is equivalent to a blossom
decoder with all horizontal, vertical and diagonal weights
equal'®. As such, we have implemented the new weights
in the blossom decoder rather than utilizing the exact
method given.

H. Details of lowest-order approximation

We detail the approximation made to study Surface-49
in Sec. IT C. Note that this calculation is only for X er-
rors, which are measured by the Z ancillas. This implies
that our approximation should attempt to realize the re-
sult of blossom, rather than the decoder upper bound.

We begin with the G4 graph defined in App. F. In
the absence of correlated errors that cause more than
two error signals, any experiment can be approximately
described by choosing a set S C E 4 of edges on the graph
and assuming the errors that correspond to these edges
have occurred. Each ancilla measurement corresponds to
a vertex in G 4, which records an error if an odd number of
edges in S point to the vertex. Each combination M, of
ancilla measurements can be generated by multiple error
sets S.

Formally, let us write M for the set of all combinations
of ancilla measurements and S for the set of all combina-
tions of errors (so S = 2F4). We then define a function
¢ : § — M that takes a combination of errors to the
resultant measurement outcomes. Let us fix a logical Z
operator Zj, on the surface-code fabric. Then to each
S € § we can assign a parity p(S) = £1 depending on
whether the product of all errors in S commute with Z
or not. A decoding then consists of a choice of parity
pa(M) for each M € M. Such a decoding correctly de-
codes S € S if pa(¢(S)) = p(S), and creates a logical
error otherwise. The source of logical errors in a perfect
decoder is then precisely the fact that we can have two
error combinations S1,S2 € S such that ¢(S1) = ¢(S2)
but p(S1) # p(S2).

The above suggests a method by which a perfect de-
coder can be constructed. As defined, ¢~!(M) C S is the
set of error combinations S that return a measurement
McM. For each error combination S, we can calculate
the probability of this occurring:

T(S) = Hpe H(l _pe)'

ecS  e¢S

(H1)

The optimal choice of pg(M,) is the one maximizing

> r(S),

S€p=1(M),p(S)=pa(M)

(H2)

and the fidelity of such a decoder (over the entire exper-
iment) can be calculated as

szl—Zmin Z

MeM Sep—1(M)

5p(5),+1 T(S) s

> bps—1 (S (H3)

Segp—1(M)

At this point the only approximation that has been made
is to neglect the T; asymmetry in the system, which we
have shown previously in this work to be negligible. Un-
fortunately, the above function cannot be evaluated ex-
actly; the number of error combinations S is approxi-
mately 22°0 for 4 cycles of Surface-49. Our goal instead
is to approximate this to the lowest order in the physical
qubit error rate.

Let us make the approximation that our error combina-
tions S can be split into small, well-separated pieces of er-
rors containing separate correctable and non-correctable
parts, S = U;S%. To each S* we can assign a time step
t(S%), being the earliest time of the first error measure-
ment observed (in ¢(S?%)). The error rate per round, er,,
can be determined by summing Eq. H3 over all pieces
S¢ of all combinations S such that ¢(S?) = T' (with arbi-
trary T), as the effect of repeated errors from S%, S/ C S
is taken into account during the derivation of the logical
fidelity equation (Eq. 2 in the main text).

€L = Z min Z Z 5p(si)7+1 T(S),

MeM Sep—1(M) t(S1)=T

Z Z Sp(siy—1 7(S)

S€p—1(My t(S)=T

. (H4)

Let us also extend the above division of S to a division of
M into separate pieces M®, and rewrite our sum slightly,

€r, = Z min Z Sp(siy,+17(S")
e

Siep=1(M=),t(S)=T

> Sp(siy,—1 (') |, (H5)

Siep—1(M*),t(S*)=T

Where here we have brought the sum over the global
combinations of syndromes and measurements inside a
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new function 7

75 =TI re D >

e€St  MDMe (SDS8,S€¢p=1(M))

H Py H(l_pg)

fes/st ggst

e > 11 »r T -0

ecSt  SDS? feS/St g¢St

(H6)

If we took this approximation literally and considered the
sum over every possible combination S containing S*, the
final sum in Eq. H6 would reduce to

(5% = ] pe.

e€St

(H7)

However, this includes error combinations S that cannot
be easily separated into S? and ‘something else’, i.e. they
contain other errors e that cannot be separated from
St Eq. H7 is then equivalent to assuming that if S°
is an uncorrectable logical error, no nearby combination
of physical errors S’ can be combined such that S* U S’
is correctable unless S’ itself is an uncorrectable logical
error. Such combinations would serve to reduce the cal-
culated ez, and so 7 gives an upper bound for €;, in

Eq. H5. For a lower bound, we approximate that for
any uncorrectable error combination S?, approximately
one rounds-worth of single errors would undo the logical
error, leading to the approximation

F(l)(si) = H Pe H (1 _pe)'

ecSt  t({e})=T

(H8)

We now make one further approximation, and sum
Eq. H5 only over the shortest S? that can be expected to
contribute to the final error rate. That is, we sum over
those S* with |S?| < (d +1)/2, and that spread directly
across the chain. The error incurred from this approx-
imation is roughly proportional to the largest single er-
ror, which is no more than 5% throughout our study.
We use 7 and 7 to give the error bars shown in
Fig. 5. Points in the plot are taken as a log average
of the upper and lower bounds, and thus have no par-
ticular relevance themselves. We see that the numeri-
cal calculation falls within the corresponding error bars
for almost the entire dataset, giving verification for our
method, save a slight deviation at one point where it falls
below. Moreover, as the simulated Surface-17 error rate
lies above the upper bound found for the Surface-49 error
rate (with the standard set of parameters from the main
text), our claim that Surface-17 will operate below the
fault-tolerant threshold is quite strong.
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