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Abstract—Quantum Error Correction Codes (QECCs) are
pivotal in advancing quantum computing by protecting quantum
states against the adverse effects of noise and errors. With
a variety of QECCs developed, including new developments
and modifications of existing ones, selecting an appropriate
QECC tailored to specific conditions is crucial. Despite significant
improvements in the field of QECCs, a unified methodology
for evaluating them on a consistent basis has remained elusive.
Addressing this gap, this paper presents the first benchmarking
framework for QECCs, introducing a set of universal param-
eters. By evaluating eight prominent QECCs, we propose a
comprehensive suite of eight parameters for their analysis. Our
methodology establishes a universal benchmarking approach and
highlights the complexity of quantum error correction, indicating
that the choice of a QECC depends on the unique requirements
and limitations of each scenario. Furthermore, we develop a
systematic strategy for selecting QECCs that adapts to the specific
requirements of a given scenario, facilitating a tailored approach
to quantum error correction. Additionally, we introduce a novel
QECC recommendation tool that assesses the characteristics of a
given scenario provided by the user, subsequently recommending
a spectrum of QECCs from most to least suitable, along with the
maximum achievable distance for each code. This tool is designed
to be adaptable, allowing for the inclusion of new QECCs and the
modification of their parameters with minimal effort, ensuring
its relevance in the evolving landscape of quantum computing.

Index Terms—Quantum error correction codes (QECCs),
Benchmarking, Parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing harnesses the principles of quantum
mechanics to execute tasks that are beyond the capabilities
of classical computing. This advanced technology finds ap-
plications in various fields, including molecule simulation
for drug development, financial optimization enhancements,
machine learning acceleration, improvement of optimization
tasks, and revolutionary changes in supply chain management,
among others [1]-[5]. However, commercialization of these
quantum computing developments incurs challenges such as
qubit stability and quantum noise [6], [7]. Quantum Error Cor-
rection Codes (QECCs) are crucial for achieving fault-tolerant
quantum computing in the face of unavoidable qubit noise [3]],
[9]]. Traditional error correction methods [10]] encounter unique
challenges in the quantum realm, primarily due to constraints
like the no-cloning theorem [11] and the wave-function col-
lapse that occurs during qubit measurement [|12]]. Research in
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this field has led to the creation of various quantum codes,
such as the five-qubit, Bacon-Shor, topological, surface, color,
and heavy-hexagon code [13]-[18].

A. Motivation

The landscape of quantum computing is rich with an array
of QECCs, each heralding its unique set of advantages and
compromises. From the foundational Shor and Steane codes
to the cutting-edge realms of topological codes, the diversity
of available QECCs presents a pivotal question: ”Which code
is most suitable for a specific quantum computing scenario?”
This query is at the heart of advancing quantum comput-
ing technologies and underscores the pressing need for a
comprehensive and standardized benchmarking methodology.
Despite the wealth of research assessing various QECCs, the
absence of a unified framework for objective and comparative
analysis across different codes stands as a significant gap. Such
comparative insight is indispensable not only for the ongoing
research within the quantum computing sphere but also for
steering the direction of future QECC development.

Navigating through the myriad studies to deduce the optimal
QECC for a particular scenario poses a formidable chal-
lenge, compounded further when multiple scenarios are con-
sidered. The complexity of determining the most appropriate
QECC—factoring in the types of qubits, error rates, and other
critical parameters—demands a systematic selection strategy.
The necessity for a framework that can swiftly identify a
suitable QECC based on specific scenario requirements is
not just a matter of convenience but a crucial step forward
in the practical implementation and advancement of quantum
computing technologies.

B. Contribution

To our knowledge, this research marks the inaugural effort
to establish a unified benchmarking methodology for QECCs.
Our objective is to discern how different QECCs are ideally
suited for various scenarios and to devise a systematic strategy
for the appropriate selection of QECCs. We aim to provide
a comprehensive framework to facilitate this process. The
contributions of this study are manifold and can be outlined as
follows: @ Comprehensive Analysis of QECCs: We conduct
an in-depth analysis of eight leading QECCs utilizing eight



distinct parameters: qubit overhead, threshold, type of error
protection, decoding complexity, types of transversal gates,
scalability, the range of qubit types it has been realized on,
and overall complexity. This enables a detailed comparative
overview across different codes. @ Scenario-dependent QECC
Suitability: Our findings emphasize that the selection of the
most suitable QECC is contingent upon the specific scenario
of its intended application, rather than a theoretical hierarchy
of QECC efficacy. We demonstrate this through the use of
radar charts, showcasing the trade-offs involved in choosing
different QECCs, including variations within a single QECC
type. @ Universal QECC Selection Strategy: We introduce a
universal, systematic approach for selecting a QECC tailored
to a given scenario. This strategy is designed to guide users
in identifying the QECC that best matches their specific
requirements, considering the multifaceted nature of quantum
computing scenarios. @ An Adaptive QECC Recommendation
Tool: A pivotal contribution of our work is the development
of a first of its kind, dynamic tool that assesses user-provided
scenario parameters and recommends a list of QECCs, ranked
from most to least suitable, along with the maximum distance
achievable for each code. This tool is designed to be evergreen,
allowing for the inclusion of additional QECCs and the swift
modification of their parameters without necessitating signif-
icant overhauls to the system. This ensures the framework’s
adaptability and relevance in the rapidly evolving quantum
computing landscape. For instance, should a QECC that
has not been previously realized on trapped-ion qubits later
achieve this milestone, the framework can easily accommodate
this new information.

The tool, along with its code base, is available in a public
GitHub repository.

C. Paper Structure

Section [lI| provides a brief introduction to QECCs and an
extensive examination of the eight QECCs featured in this
research. Section details the eight benchmarking param-
eters, selection criteria for codes and parameters, and the
comparative analysis method. Section offers a thorough
analysis of the eight QECCs against the selected parameters.
Section |V| discusses a simplified code selection strategy and
introduces our QECC recommendation tool. The paper con-
cludes in Section

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
A. Brief Overview of QECCs

QECC:s differ fundamentally from classical error correction
as they manage information encoded in quantum states, char-
acterized by properties like superposition and entanglement
[19]. Quantum systems are notably sensitive, with quantum
states being easily disrupted by external disturbances [20].
This fragility presents a significant hurdle for reliable quantum
computation and information storage, effectively addressed by
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QECCs [21]. QECCs function by encoding quantum infor-
mation across multiple qubits, allowing the system to detect
and correct errors without directly measuring the quantum
state, in compliance with the no-cloning theorem [22], [23]].
Quantum errors primarily include bit-flip and phase-flip errors,
with more complex errors combining these two [24]. QECCs
correct these errors through entangled states and collective
measurements [25]]. Various QECCs have been proposed: Shor
Code, the first QECC capable of correcting arbitrary single-
qubit errors [24]; Steane Code, a Calderbank-Shor-Steane
(CSS) code illustrating fault-tolerant quantum computation
principles [26]; Topological Codes, like Kitaev’s Toric code,
using a lattice of qubits for robustness against local errors
[27] and Surface Codes, known for simpler error correction
procedures, suitable for large-scale quantum computations
[28]. QECCs are integral to practical quantum computing,
particularly in achieving fault-tolerant quantum computation,
a vital step for scalable and reliable quantum computers [29].
Ongoing research in QECCs focuses on optimizing code effi-
ciency, reducing qubit overhead, and enhancing fault tolerance,
crucial for the evolution of quantum computing [30].

B. Descriptions of QECCs Under Study

Repetition Code: The Quantum Repetition Code [9]], [31] is
one of the simplest forms of QECC:s. Its primary function is to
protect quantum information against errors, particularly bit-flip
errors. This code extends the concept of the classical repetition
code into the quantum realm, leveraging the fundamental
principles of quantum mechanics [32]. The quantum repetition
code works by encoding a single qubit of information across
multiple qubits. For instance, in a 3-qubit repetition code, a
single logical qubit |0) or |1) is encoded as |000) or |111),
respectively. This redundancy allows the code to detect and
correct bit-flip errors that might occur on individual qubits.
Error detection in the quantum repetition code is accomplished
through a process known as syndrome measurement. This
involves measuring the parity of neighboring qubits without
collapsing the overall quantum state. For example, if the
encoded state is |000) and a bit-flip error occurs on the second
qubit, the state changes to |010). The syndrome measurement
detects this error by noticing the changed parity between the
first and second qubits and the second and third qubits. Once
detected, quantum operations can be applied to correct the
error and restore the original state. Fig. [I] shows a quantum
circuit for a 3-qubit repetition code, featuring state preparation,
potential single bit-flip error detection, parity checking with
two ancilla qubits, and error correction using self-inverse
Pauli-gates.

Shor Code: The Shor Code [24]], developed by Peter Shor
in 1995, marks a significant advancement in quantum error
correction by being the first to correct arbitrary quantum
errors, including both bit-flip and phase-flip errors, in a qubit.
It encodes one qubit of information into nine physical qubits
through a two-layer structure: the first layer addresses bit-
flip errors by tripling the qubit, and the second layer corrects
phase-flip errors by further encoding each of these into three
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Fig. 1. Quantum circuit implementing a 3-qubit repetition code: It features
a state preparation circuit, the possibility of a single bit-flip error on any of
the three qubits, two ancilla qubits initialized to |0) for parity checking, a first
stabilizer circuit (Z ® Z ® I) for measuring parity between the first two qubits,
a second stabilizer circuit (I ® Z ® Z) for the last two qubits, and syndrome
bits Sp, S1 obtained via the ancilla qubits for error detection and deduction.
Correction is achieved by applying a sequence of self-inverse Pauli-gates (c)
to the qubit requiring correction.
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Fig. 2. Quantum circuit implementing a 9-qubit Shor code: It features a
state preparation encoding circuit, the possibility of a single bit-flip or phase
flip error on any of the three qubits, error correction, and error recovery.

qubits. This innovative approach allows the Shor Code to
correct any single-qubit error across its nine qubits. It is
described as a degenerate code, where different error types
can affect the codewords similarly. The two basis states
of the code are represented as |0p) and |1z), intricately
constructed from the superposition and entanglement of the
nine qubits. The two basis states for the code are defined as:
0g) = %(\00@ +]111))(|000) + |111))(|000) + |111)) and
1) = %(|OOO> —1]111))(]000) — |111))(|000) — |111}). This
structure ensures that the Shor Code corrects one X error per
trio of qubits and a single Z error across nine qubits, making
it a comprehensive quantum error-correcting code. X errors
are managed by a correction circuit for each trio, identifying
and fixing bit-flips. Z errors are addressed by comparing sign
differences between trios with CNOT gates. Its degeneracy
allows it to correct a phase flip in any qubit of a trio effectively.
Although capable of correcting three bit flips in separate trios,
it’s primarily a single-error corrector due to its limitations with
multiple errors. Fig. [2| shows the Shor Code’s encoding, error
introduction, and correction process.

Steane Code: The Steane Code [33]], also known as the
7-qubit code, was introduced by Andrew Steane in 1996 as
a part of the Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) [25], [26] family
of quantum error-correcting codes. It represents a significant
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Fig. 3. Implementing a 7-qubit Steane code decoding circuit: It features
three bit-flip detection stabilizers and three phase-flip detection stabilizers
along with six ancilla qubits and their respective syndrome measurements (3
for detecting bit-flips and 3 for detecting phase-flips.)

advancement in the field of quantum error correction, offering
a symmetrical approach to correcting both bit-flip and phase-
flip errors. The Steane Code maps one logical qubit to seven
physical ones, drawing from the [7,4,3] Hamming code to
correct single-bit errors and extending it to fix both bit-flip and
phase-flip errors in qubits. Its CSS construction enables inde-
pendent correction of these errors, streamlining the correction
process and simplifying the required quantum circuits. The
logical zero |0z) and one |1;) states in the Steane Code are
defined using superpositions of the Hamming code’s even and
odd weight codewords, respectively. The Steane Code employs
syndrome measurements for error detection, which uniquely
indicate the presence and type of error without collapsing the
quantum state. This code is comprised of 6 stabilizer gener-
ators: TITXXXX, IXXIIXX, XIXIXIX, IIIZZZZ,
I1ZZ11Z7 and ZIZIZI1Z. Due to this structure, the Steane
Code can independently correct X and Z errors using separate
circuits. This dual capability is central to its functionality,
allowing for the efficient correction of single-qubit errors
in quantum systems. The logical |0) and |1) states of this
code are: |0z) = %(\OOOOOO(D +]1010101) + [0110011) +
[1100110) +]0001111) +]1011010) +|0111100) +{1101001))
and |17) = X1 |0); where X; = XXXXXXX. Fig.
depicts the error-detecting circuit of the 7-qubit Steane code.

Toric Code: The Toric Code [16], introduced by Alexei
Kitaev, represents a novel approach to quantum error correc-
tion by leveraging topological properties. Its use of a two-
dimensional lattice structure is unique, making it resistant to
a broad class of local errors. In the Toric Code, qubits are
placed on the edges of a two-dimensional lattice on a torus.
The topology of the lattice defines logical qubits and error
correction is achieved by measuring vertex and plaquette oper-
ators. These operators are defined as: Vertex operators: O, =
[I;e, Xi and Plaquette operators: O, = [];c, Z;. In these
expressions, X; and Z; represent Pauli X and Z operators
applied to the qubits. The products are taken over qubits
around a vertex v for vertex operators, and around a plaquette
p for plaquette operators. Errors in the Toric Code manifest as



Fig. 4. Representation of a toric code: The torus on the left shows two
rings. Its corresponding lattice on the right is arranged to reflect these rings,
with top-bottom and left-right lattice qubits being identical. The X-stabilizer
(vertex operator), marked in orange, acts on four ‘X’ labeled qubits to detect
Z errors. Conversely, the Z-stabilizer (plaquette operator), highlighted in blue,
operates on four ‘Z’ labeled qubits, enabling the detection of X errors on any
of these qubits.

excitations in this lattice structure. Bit-flip errors disrupt vertex
operators, while phase-flip errors disrupt plaquette operators.
The code detects errors by checking for these excitations. The
topological nature of the code allows for the identification and
correction of errors based on the collective state of multiple
qubits, rather than individual qubit states. Fig. [ represents
the toric code and the acting of the X and Z stabilizers on its
unique lattice structure.

Surface Code: Surface Codes [34] are a class of quantum
error-correcting codes that extend the principles of the Toric
Code to a planar geometry, meaning it is not modeled around
a torus. They are known for their high threshold error rate,
making them a promising candidate for scalable quantum
computation. Surface codes, similar to toric codes in stabilizers
and error detection, have two main layouts: unrotated [28|] and
rotated [35]]. Unrotated surface codes use a square lattice, with
data qubits on square edges, Z-stabilizers on surfaces, and X-
stabilizers at vertices. Rotated surface codes feature a tilted
lattice, with X and Z stabilizers alternating in a chessboard
pattern. The difference in lattice arrangement impacts their
error-correction efficiency, with rotated codes generally pre-
ferred for long-distance QEC due to a higher error threshold
and simpler implementation. Error detection in Surface Codes
is accomplished through the measurement of these stabilizer
operators. A non-trivial measurement outcome (eigenvalue -
1) indicates an error. The planar nature of Surface Codes
facilitates the implementation of fault-tolerant gate operations
and scalable quantum computing architectures. Fig. [5] shows
the two different layouts of a surface code: unrotated and
rotated.

Bacon-Shor Code: The Bacon-Shor Code [[15]], [24]] is a
type of quantum error-correcting code that simplifies error
correction in quantum computing. It is a subclass of the more
general family of Shor codes. The Bacon-Shor codes are
stabilized over a square lattice, where the lattice dimensions
dictate the X and Z error correction properties. The size of
the lattice determines the total number of errors the code
can correct. Such a code is defined as an my X mso lattice
of qubits and is symmetric when m; = mso. The X and
Z stabilizers act on all qubits present on adjacent columns

Fig. 5. Layouts of a surface code: The lattice on the left shows an unrotated
surface code which is similar to a toric code except that it is planar and is
not modeled around a torus. The lattice on the right shows a rotated surface
code where alternating surfaces form X and Z stabilizers.

== +) a7

10) 10) DT

) ——— |0)\_€9_ ) ]k@é
+)——— () [4)

10)-6D4 10y-g

+y—e— 1) |0)—D-

+)——— ) [4) D7
|0) |0) -G l9) 777
B SR S

Fig. 6. Encoding and measurement in Bacon-Shor code: The first
two circuits show the encoding of logical |0) and |+) respectively for a
3 x 3 representation. he last two circuits show the measurement of operators
X kXj41,k and Zy, ; Zy, ;11 respectively with one ancilla qubits.

and rows respectively. If O; ; is an operator acting on the
qubit at the position (i, ), which ¢ € {0,1,...,m; — 1} and
j €40,1,...,my—1}. Tthe code stabilizer group is given by:
S = (X« Xit1,%, Zxj Zs j+1), With generators expressed as a
product of adjacent neighbor 2-qubit operators: X; . X;41 « =

’,3251 XixXivre and Z, jZ, j41 = 21:1(;1 L i L 41
Syndrome extraction is done by measuring these opera-
tors, which are local and are on fewer qubits. The shortest
Bacon-Shor code is [[9,1,3,3]] with four stabilizer genera-
tors: XXXXXXIII, IIIXXXXXX, ZZIZZIZZI and
I1ZZIZZI1ZZ. Fig. [0 depicts the encoding and stabilizer
measurement in Bacon-Shor code [9], [36].

3D Color Code: The quantum color code [[18]], another
form of topological QECC, takes a unique approach to error
detection and correction. It extends the principles of surface
codes by encoding logical qubits into a three-dimensional
structure, often visualized as a two-dimensional lattice with
‘colors’ for ease of interpretation [37]], [[38]]. In our discussion,
we simplify color codes into a 2D triangular lattice with
hexagons, where each vertex represents a logical qubit and
each hexagon a stabilizer (X, Z, or the unique Y-type for
simultaneous bit and phase flips). Color codes stand out for
their ability to correct a wider array of errors, including
complex correlated errors, beyond the single-error correction
of surface codes. Fig. [7] illustrates this with two color code
instances on a 2D lattice, showing logical qubits as gray
blobs and stabilizers as hexagons: pink for Z, green for X,
and yellow for Y, emphasizing the role of Y-stabilizers in
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Fig. 7. Illustration of two distinct iterations of color codes, each enlarging
proportionally with distance. Though intrinsically three-dimensional, color
codes are rendered here within a two - dimensional triangular lattice format
encompassing hexagonal surfaces for simplified visual interpretation. The
logical qubits, integral components of the logical state, are marked as
gray-blobs. Each hexagonal surface is associated with a stabilizer, a key
element for error detection and correction. Z-stabilizers are denoted by pink -
hexagons, while the green - hexagons correspond to X-stabilizers. Color codes,
distinguishing themselves from surface codes, incorporate an additional type
of stabilizer, the Y-stabilizer, depicted by the yellow - hexagons.

their advanced error-correcting capabilities. 3D Color Codes
offer superior error correction by leveraging an extra spatial
dimension, enhancing their ability to fix single-qubit and
correlated errors—a major quantum computing hurdle. Fig.
showcases color codes on a 2D triangular lattice, abstracting
their 3D complexity. It depicts logical qubits (gray blobs) and
hexagonal stabilizers: pink for Z, green for X, and yellow
for Y stabilizers, illustrating the intricate stabilizer dynamics
essential for effective error correction.

Heavy Hexagon Code: Heavy hexagon codes [39] leverage
a hexagonal lattice enhanced with strategically placed "heavy’
qubits, improving error correction efficiency through increased
qubit connectivity. This design boosts error tolerance, crucial
for precise syndrome measurements in identifying and cor-
recting bit-flip (X) and phase-flip (Z) errors. The mechanism
ensures the integrity of quantum information by accurately
pinpointing and fixing errors. This lattice stabilizer subsystem
code synthesizes elements from both Bacon-Shor and surface-
code frameworks, and encodes a single logical qubit into n =
5‘12_722‘1_1 physical qubits where d denotes the code distance.
This lattice is characterized by its sparse connectivity, typically
not exceeding three connections per qubit, making it a robust
candidate for systems with fixed-frequency transmon qubits
that are vulnerable to frequency collision errors. On this lattice,
data qubits and ancillas are strategically distributed along the
hexagonal vertices and edges. A designated subset of these
ancilla qubits serves as flag qubits, crucial for the detection
of high-weight errors that may result from a limited number
of fault events. The stabilizers tasked with the detection of
X-type errors are constituted by the product of weight-two Z-
type gauge operators, which collectively form the surface code
stabilizers. Meanwhile, the X-type stabilizers, reminiscent of
columnar operators in the Bacon-Shor code, are deduced by
aggregating products of weight-four and weight-two X-type
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Fig. 8. Representation and stabilizer circuits of a heavy-hexagon code.
The left of the figure is the actual layout of a distance = 5 heavy-hexagon
code. The right of the figure contains two circuits to perform the X and Z
parity checks respectively.
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gauge operators. Fig. [§] represents the layout and stabilizer
circuits of a heavy-hexagon code.

III. BENCHMARKING METHODOLOGY

A. Explanation of Benchmarking Parameters

@ Qubit Overhead: Qubit overhead is a fundamental
parameter in assessing the efficiency of a QECC. It refers to
the number of physical qubits needed to encode a logical qubit;
lower overhead is preferable as it implies fewer resources for
error correction. However, this must be balanced against the
code’s ability to correct errors, which often requires more
qubits for increased distance. Therefore, analyzing the trade-
off between qubit overhead and error correction capabilities
is crucial in evaluating the practicality of a QECC. @ Error
Threshold: The error threshold is a critical benchmark for
the robustness of a QECC as it represents the maximum
physical error rate under which a QECC can effectively correct
errors. A higher threshold indicates a more fault-tolerant code,
making it more desirable for practical quantum computing
where error rates are non-negligible. @ Error Protection:
Error protection capability is the measure of a QECC’s ability
to identify and correct a range of quantum errors, including
bit flips, phase flips, and their combinations (Pauli errors). The
ultimate goal is to design QECCs capable of detecting and
correcting all possible quantum errors. A QECC’s versatility
in handling diverse error types is a significant indicator of
its effectiveness and practical utility in quantum computing
environments. @ Decoding: The availability and efficiency
of decoding algorithms are essential for the practical imple-
mentation of QECCs. Decoding is the process of interpreting
syndrome measurements to identify and correct errors. The
more decoding algorithms a QECC is compatible with, the
more flexible and adaptable it is. The performance of a
QECC is heavily reliant on the efficiency of these algorithms,
which should be fast and accurate to maintain the integrity
of quantum information. @ Transversal Gates: Transversal
gates play a crucial role in the implementation of quantum
error correction. They facilitate operations on encoded qubits
without decoding them, thereby preserving the error correction
capability. The complexity and type of transversal gates that
a QECC supports can significantly affect its functionality
and integration with quantum circuits. Advanced techniques
like lattice surgery, while complex, offer enhanced capa-



bilities in error correction and logical operations, marking
an important consideration in QECC design. @ Scalability:
Scalability is an essential factor for the practical application
of QECCs in large-scale quantum computing. It refers to
a QECC’s ability to maintain its error correction effective-
ness as the system size increases. Scalability is crucial for
the advancement of quantum computing, as it determines
whether a QECC can be effectively used in more complex and
realistic quantum systems. @ Realization: The Realization
of a QECC across different qubit types is a testament to
its adaptability and practical relevance. The versatility of a
QECC in being implemented with various qubit technologies
(such as superconducting qubits, trapped-ions, etc.) is vital for
its applicability in diverse quantum computing architectures.
This parameter is a strong indicator of a QECC’s potential
for widespread adoption in the quantum computing field. @
Complexity: The Structural and Operational Complexity of
a QECC impacts its implementability and efficiency. This
encompasses the intricacy of its encoding, error detection,
and correction processes. A less complex QECC might be
easier to implement but may offer limited error correction
capabilities. Conversely, a more complex QECC might provide
robust error correction but at the cost of increased resource
demands and operational challenges. Balancing complexity
with effectiveness and resource efficiency is key in the design
and selection of QECCs for practical quantum computing.

B. Criteria for Selection of Codes and Parameters

The eight chosen quantum error correction codes illustrate
the historical and conceptual evolution of QECCs. Starting
from basic concepts like the quantum repetition code to more
complex structures like the heavy-hexagon code, they form a
kind of ‘family tree’ that shows the development and diversi-
fication of QECCs over time. They encompass a wide array of
error correction strategies, from simple error correction (quan-
tum repetition code) to sophisticated techniques like those
used in the surface and color codes. This diversity ensures
a comprehensive understanding of different error correction
methodologies. They vary significantly in terms of complex-
ity and scalability. For example, the Shor code and Steane
code represent more traditional approaches, whereas the toric
and surface codes are geared toward large-scale quantum
computing. This range allows for the assessment of QECCs
across different scalability requirements. Different codes are
optimized for different error models. Including a variety of
codes ensures that the benchmarking study addresses a wide
range of error scenarios. Some codes, like the surface code, are
designed with practical implementation in mind, considering
current quantum computing limitations. This inclusion allows
for an assessment of QECCs not just in theory but also in their
practical realization. The selection spans codes with varying
qubit overheads. For instance, the quantum repetition code is
simple but not efficient, whereas codes like the toric code aim
to balance error correction efficacy with resource efficiency.
These eight codes collectively cover the spectrum of QECCs,
from basic to advanced, from theoretical to practical. This

range is crucial for a comprehensive benchmarking study.
While there are other QECCs, including more might lead to
redundancy without significantly adding to the understanding
of QECC performance. The chosen codes are sufficiently
representative of the broader field. This selection allows for
a comparative analysis that can highlight the strengths and
weaknesses of different approaches to quantum error correc-
tion. It enables a holistic view of the current state of QECC
technology.

The eight selected parameters encompass all critical di-
mensions of QECC functionality - from basic resource re-
quirements (like qubit overhead) to advanced operational as-
pects (like error protection and decoding). This wide-ranging
coverage ensures no key aspect of QECC performance is
overlooked. They strike a balance between the efficiency of
a QECC (in terms of resource utilization and complexity)
and its robustness (error threshold and protection capabili-
ties). This balance is crucial for practical quantum computing
where resources are limited and error rates are non-negligible.
Parameters such as scalability and realization reflect the real-
world challenges of implementing QECCs in various quantum
computing environments. They ensure that the assessment
of QECCs goes beyond theoretical effectiveness to include
practical viability. Each parameter addresses a distinct aspect
of QECC performance. There is minimal overlap between
them, ensuring that each provides unique and valuable insight
into the QECC’s capabilities. While these parameters are
comprehensive based on the current understanding and needs
of quantum computing, they also allow for flexibility. As
quantum technology evolves, these criteria can be adapted or
expanded to include new developments and requirements. Hav-
ing a set of widely accepted parameters aids in standardizing
the assessment of QECCs.

C. Approach to Comparative Analysis

The analysis acknowledges that the ‘best” QECC depends
on specific operational contexts, such as the number of qubits
available, the type of errors prevalent in the system, and
the practical constraints of quantum computing environments.
Each selected QECC will be evaluated based on predefined
criteria, including qubit overhead, error threshold, error pro-
tection, decoding, transversal gates, scalability, realization,
and complexity. This structured approach ensures a compre-
hensive and uniform assessment of each code’s capabilities
and limitations. The analysis aims to highlight that while no
single QECC is universally superior, each has its strengths
and weaknesses. Through this structured and comprehensive
approach to comparative analysis, the study will provide
valuable insights into the relative merits of different QECCs.

IV. BENCHMARKING ANALYSIS
A. Comparative Benchmarking of QECCs

Table [I| shows the parameter analysis for all quantum error
correction codes used in this study.

In terms of qubit overhead, it is expressed as a function
of the distance variable, d. Specifically, the Shor and Steane
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Fig. 9. Qubit overhead and threshold analysis. The left of the figure
shows the increase in the number of qubits with distance. The right of the
figure shows the threshold error rate of various QECCs. The grey dotted line
indicates the 10~3 average physical error rate of an uncorrected quantum
computer.

codes have fixed qubit overheads of 9 and 7, respectively.
The repetition code’s overhead increases linearly with d.
The overhead for the toric and surface codes grows at a
rate proportional to d?, while for the Bacon-Shor code, it
escalates in proportion to d3. The 3D color code and the

heavy-hexagon code exhibit qubit overheads of W and

%, respectively. Figure @ (left) illustrates the rise in
the number of qubits corresponding to increasing values of d.
For instance, a Bacon-Shor code at a distance 11 demands over
1000 qubits, highlighting the significance of qubit overhead as
a key benchmarking metric.

The threshold error rate is a critical metric for quantum
error correction codes (QECCs), indicating the highest level
of physical errors they can effectively correct. The threshold
error rates for various codes like the repetition, Shor, Steane,
toric, surface, Bacon-Shor, 3D color, and heavy-hexagon codes
are 3.0 x 1071 [40], 3.0 x 107! [24], 2.0 x 10~ [26], 1.0 x
1072 [16], 1.8 x 102 [40], [41], 1.9 x 1073 [42], 1.2 x 10~2
(38]], [43] and 4.5 x 1072 [44] respectively, as depicted in
Fig. [0 (right). While the repetition code exhibits the highest
threshold, it is important to note its limitation to only detecting
bit-flip errors, rendering it impractical for broader applications.
Thus, finding a balance in these characteristics is crucial for
effective quantum error correction.

Different QECCs have different types and ranges of errors
they can correct. The repetition code detects bit flip errors on
[(n — 1)/2] qubits but does not detect any phase-flip errors
[45]. Conversely, the Shor code detects two-qubit errors or
corrects an arbitrary single-qubit error [24]. The Steane code is
a distance 3 code, detecting errors on two qubits and correcting
errors on one qubit [26]. More complex codes like the toric,
surface, 3D color, and heavy-hexagon codes can detect and
correct all Pauli errors. However, their effectiveness depends
on the code’s distance, which is directly related to the qubit
overhead and the complexity of implementation. The toric
code on a d x d torus is a [[2L2,2, L]] code, encoding two
qubits, while the surface code is a [[L? + (L — 1)2,1, L]]
code, encoding only one qubit [46]. The Bacon-Shor code
variant, [[mimsg, 1, min(my,ms)]] code, has a distance d =
min(mq,ms) [[15]]. Unlike the surface code, the color code can
suffer from unremovable hook errors due to the specifics of its
syndrome extraction circuits, requiring fault-tolerant decoders
to use additional flag qubits [47]]. In contrast, the heavy-



hexagon code is an example of the Bacon-Shor type stabilizer
[39]I.

A decoding algorithm is essential for interpreting stabilizer
syndrome values to identify the type and location of errors in
a quantum error correction code (QECC). These algorithms
introduce additional complexity to QECCs, and the perfor-
mance of these codes is highly dependent on such algorithms.
The availability of multiple decoding algorithms enhances the
versatility of a code. The repetition code can use classical
2D Ising model decoders [48] or machine learning-based
approaches [49]. The Shor and Steane codes employ CNOT
and Hadamard gates for decoding [50]]. The toric and surface
codes are supported by a variety of decoding algorithms,
including minimum weight perfect-matching (MWPM) [51]],
tensor decoders [52], union-find decoders [53]], brief perfect
matching [54], renormalization group methods [55]], Markov-
chain Monte Carlo techniques [56], cellular automata [57],
neural networks [58]], sliding and parallel window decoders
[S9], generalized belief propagation [60], among others. The
Bacon-Shor code uses the mapping effect of noise to statistical
mechanical models for decoding [61]. Although its check op-
erators are few-body, stabilizer weights scale with the number
of qubits, and stabilizer expectation values are obtained by
taking products of gauge-operator expectation values [62].
The 3D color code may utilize various decoders such as the
projection decoder [63]], integer-program-based decoder [64],
restriction decoder [38]], cellular-automation decoder [65]], or
the MaxSAT-based decoder [66]]. The heavy-hexagon code has
two decoders available primarily for itself, one using machine
learning [44] and the other using a neural network [67], along
with MWPM.

Transversal gates facilitate operations on logically encoded
qubits without the need for decoding. The choice of transversal
gate contributes to the complexity of implementing a QECC.
The repetition and Shor codes do not rely on transversal
gates and are infrequently scalable across multiple qubits. The
Steane code employs single-qubit Clifford gates, realizing the
binary octahedral subgroup [68]]. The toric, surface, 3D color,
and heavy-hexagon codes utilize lattice surgery [69]. In the
toric code, transversal Pauli gates can be applied to non-
trivial loops [[70]]. In symmetric Bacon-Shor codes, the Logical
Hadamard is transversal up to a qubit permutation and can be
implemented via teleportation [[71].

The practical implementations of QECCs reflect their appli-
cability in real-world scenarios, and the range of qubit tech-
nologies they can be implemented on indicates their versatility.
The repetition code has been realized on superconducting
qubits [[72], [73], trapped-ion qubits [74]], liquid-state NMR
[75], and NV diamond qubits [76]]. The Shor code has seen
implementation on trapped-ion qubits [77] and in optical
systems [78]]. The Steane code has been realized with trapped-
ion qubits [[79] and Rydberg atom arrays [80]. Both the
toric and surface codes have been implemented using Ising
anyons [81]], while the surface code has also been realized
with superconducting qubits [82] and Rydberg atomic arrays
[80]. The Bacon-Shor code’s realization has been limited to

= Quantum Repetition Code
Shor Code
Steane Code
Toric Code
Surface Code
= Bacon-Shor Code
=== 3D Color Code
Heavy-Hexagon Code

Qubit Overhead

Complexity \,Error Threshold
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Fig. 10. Radar chart representing comparative analysis of eight QECCs
across eight parameters. The parameter axes radiating from the center are as
follows: Qubit Overhead = {7, 9, d, d2, d®}; Error Threshold = {1973, 0.01,
0.018, 0.045, 0.2, 0.3}; Error Protection = {bit-flip, two-qubit errors, detect
two-qubit errors or corrects one, all Pauli errors}; Decoding = {classical,
CNOT/H, 2, 5, 10+}; Transversal Gates = {none, Clifford, teleportation,
lattice surgery}; Scalability = {no, yes}; Realizaton = {none, 1, 2, 3, 6}; and
Complexity = {very low, low, medium, high, very high, extremely high}.

trapped-ion qubits [83]. As of now, there has been no practical
realization of the 3D color code. The heavy-hexagon code has
been implemented in superconducting qubits [84].

The repetition and Shor codes are not scalable across
multiple qubits, in contrast to the Steane, toric, surface, Bacon-
Shor, 3D color, and heavy-hexagon codes, which are scalable.
The implementation complexity of these codes can be gauged
from their circuit or lattice structures. The repetition code
has a very low complexity. The Shor and Steane codes can
be categorized as having low complexity. The surface code,
with its square lattice structure, is considered highly complex.
Similarly, the toric code, despite its resemblance in structure,
is deemed highly complex due to its encoding of two qubits
instead of one. The Bacon-Shor code falls into the medium
complexity category. Finally, the lattice structures of the 3D
color and heavy-hexagon codes indicate their extremely high
complexity in terms of implementation.

Now that we have analyzed QECCs in terms of their param-
eters, we can collectively benchmark them using a radar chart
as shown in Fig. [I0] This chart consists of eight axes, each
representing a different parameter. Colored lines connecting
the axes represent the QECCs. The ‘qubit overhead’ parameter
in the chart varies from constants to the highest order d>.
The ‘error threshold’ spans from the lowest to the highest
order value. ‘Error protection’ encompasses types ranging
from basic bit-flip to all Pauli errors. ‘Decoding’ varies from
a single classical decoder to the maximum number available
for any QECC. ‘Transversal gates’ extend from none to the
most complex, lattice surgery. ‘Scalability’ is binary, indicated
by yes or no. ‘Realization’ varies from none to the maximum
number of qubit technologies on which a QECC has been
implemented. The ‘complexity’ of a QECC is rated on a scale
of six levels, from very low to extremely high.

Considering the surface codes and comparing them with
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Fig. 12. Radar chart representing comparative analysis of four surface
codes across eight parameters. The parameter axes radiating from the center
are as follows: Qubit Overhead (d?) = {9, 25, 49, 81}; Error Threshold
= {1072}; Error Protection = {all Pauli errors with increasing degree};
Decoding = {10+}; Transversal Gates = {lattice surgery}; Scalability =
{‘yes’ with increasing degree of challenges}; Realization = {no, yes}; and
Complexity = {‘high’ with increasing degree of challenges}.

the radar chart in Fig. we observe that they offer the
highest form of error protection with scalability and have been
realized on a considerable number of qubit technologies, with
multiple decoders available. Despite having a relatively good
error threshold, making them a viable option, they come at the
cost of high qubit overhead, complex implementation, and the
need to utilize the most complex transversal gate. Conversely,
the repetition code features the least complex transversal gate
and is straightforward to implement, but offers limited error
protection. The choice of QECC thus becomes an art of
balancing parameters and requirements.

B. Benchmarking QECC Variations

It is important to understand that the radar chart presented
earlier highlights only the general comparative differences
among various codes. We will now focus on surface codes,
which are highly applicable in real-world scenarios. For il-
lustration, let’s consider surface codes with distances of 3, 5,
7, and 9. Despite sharing common features like an identical
error threshold, the same transversal gates, and equal access
to decoding algorithms, these codes exhibit distinctions in
several parameters. The structure of a surface code is a d x d

lattice, meaning the qubit overhead increases as the distance
grows. All surface codes offer comparable error protection,
which is enhanced with greater distances. Figure (left)
depicts the achievable logical error rates for varying physical
error rates across different surface code distances [40]. At
a given physical error rate, a larger distance code yields
a lower logical error rate. Moreover, all surface codes are
scalable, but as the physical error rate rises, the necessity
for greater distances becomes apparent. Although scalability is
maintained with larger distances, it presents greater challenges.
Figure [T1] (right) illustrates the required distances to attain
specific logical error rates for certain physical error rates [40].
In practical terms, only the 3 and 5 distance surface codes
have been implemented to date [17], [80], [82], with higher
distances yet to be achieved. While the complexity of surface
codes is generally considered high, it increases with distance.
Figure [T2] presents a radar chart comparing four different
surface codes against benchmarking parameters. It is crucial
to recognize that benchmarking is not only vital for evaluating
different types of codes but also for assessing variations within
existing codes.

V. HOW TO STRATEGICALLY CHOOSE A QECC?
A. An Universal Streamlined Approach

The process of selecting a code is dynamic and situational,
with no fixed rules. Hence, paying attention to minor differ-
ences in codes is as important as considering major codes. In
terms of code selection, although a universal solution doesn’t
exist, we can establish a general systematic strategy based on
typical priorities. The selection strategy for QECCs, outlined
in Fig. [[3] involves a multi-stage filtration process, starting
with an initial evaluation based on error types, qubit type,
and feasibility. This is followed by a detailed examination of
error thresholds and qubit overhead. The strategy emphasizes
optimizing qubit overhead and scalability, revisiting previous
stages if overhead is excessive or scalability is lacking. Com-
plexity and transversal gates are then assessed to minimize
both, while maximizing decoding algorithm options. The final
QECC choice balances complexity against decoding efficiency,
tailored to the scenario’s demands. A last review ensures the
chosen QECC meets all criteria, with adjustments made to
internal parameters as needed. If inadequacies are found, the
process recommences.

B. Introducing Our Tool for Strategic Recommendation

Our tool primarily aims to match the specific characteris-
tics of a quantum computing scenario with suitable QECCs,
recommending a list ranked from most to least favorable.
This recommendation also includes the maximum feasible
distance for each QECC, aligning with the understanding that
longer distances typically correlate with lower logical error
rates. Thus, our emphasis on maximizing distance is directly
tied to achieving the lowest possible logical error rates. The
framework evaluates scenarios based on five key factors: the
qubit type being used, the available number of qubits for
error correction within the system, the count of qubits in



)

e shoriiy, Identify Physical
”~

Error Type

;\®
Refine Parameters of the

QECC Realization Feasibility
T T =0 4 @

. . ’
Lzl QIECIC Sialeiiton &/ Initial QECC Filtering
& [
OC\ '’ , ®
. / >,
Final Check &e/ = ,I Determine Threshold
® " ;?-/ High Overhead N (%
S - I
Maximize Decoding [ 0 Overhead Analysis
-
/ §,’ ,’ ®
Assess Complexity & 4 gy o
Transversal Gate = ] Next QECC Filtering
é
@ Overhead & Scalability
Optimization
Fig. 13. A Streamlined Approach to QECC Selection. Illustration of

the QECC selection process, from initial error type and qubit evaluation,
through optimizing for overhead and scalability, to minimizing complexity
and maximizing decoding options, culminating in a choice that aligns with
scenario-specific requirements. Adjustments are made as needed, feedback
loops for reassessment.

the circuit requiring correction, the presence of multi-qubit
gates in the circuit, and the types and rates of physical errors
encountered (including Pauli errors like bit-flip, phase-flip, or
all-Pauli, as well as depolarizing, gate, and readout errors).
Gate errors are the most weighted due to their extensive
impact on the quantum system, followed by depolarizing and
readout errors. Since all quantum errors can be categorized
as Pauli errors, scenarios considering ‘all-Pauli’ errors are
deemed most realistic. This flexibility aids in the versatility
and characterization of QECCs. Each QECC includes a set
of qubit types on which it has been implemented as one of
its parameters. The ‘simulation’ type is consistently applied
across all QECCs to accommodate those not yet realized in
specific scenarios, ensuring that simulated implementations
are considered for every QECC. The framework aims to
optimize for reduced complexity in overall operations and
lattice surgery, while enhancing the code distance and the
availability of decoding algorithms. It generates a ranked list
of QECCs from most to least suitable based on these consid-
erations, along with the maximum achievable code distance
for each QECC, determined by the user’s available qubits for
error correction and the qubits in the original circuit. The
fundamental operation of the framework is illustrated in Figure
[I4} providing a foundational overview.

The framework is designed to seamlessly integrate addi-
tional QECCs and to effortlessly update existing parameters.
Whether a QECC is realized on a new qubit type previ-
ously unaccounted for, or if there’s an improvement in its
error threshold, these changes can be rapidly incorporated.
This adaptability ensures the framework remains current with
advancements in the field. Moreover, the framework has an
inbuilt ‘debug_mode’ which, when activated, allows users to
observe the filtration process of QECCs step by step until only
the final recommendations are left. Notably, the results are
obtained almost instantaneously, highlighting the framework’s
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Fig. 14. User Inputs and Outputs of the QECC Recommendation Tool.
Five user inputs are depicted as entering the tool: type of qubit, total available
qubits for error correction, number of qubits in the original circuit, presence
of multi-qubit gates, and physical error types & rates. From these inputs,
the tool dynamically generates two key outputs: a ranked list of suitable
QECCs and the maximum achievable distance for each recommended QECC.
This visual representation underscores the tool’s capability to tailor QECC
recommendations based on specific user-defined parameters.

o QECC options ranked from best to least favorable
o Maximum possible distance for each QECC

TABLE II
QECC RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON USER-DEFINED SCENARIOS.

Parameters || Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 | Scenario 3
qType supercond. rydberg simulation
maxQAvail 100 600 1500
qOrig 1 2 5
User | multiQGate? no yes no
Input errType bit-flip all-pauli phase-flip
depErr 1E -04 1E -04 1E -03
gateErr 1E -03 1E -03 1E -02
readErr 1E -02 1E -02 1E -01
QRep, 100, .
Recommendations Surface, 10, Steane, NA, HeavyH, 11
Surface, 17
HeavyH, 6

efficiency and speed. Table [[I] illustrates the user inputs for
three scenarios and the corresponding recommendations gen-
erated by the framework.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presents the inaugural comprehensive bench-
marking framework for Quantum Error Correcting Codes
(QECC:s), filling a critical void in the field of quantum comput-
ing research. Through a detailed comparison of eight QECCs
across eight meticulously chosen parameters, our analysis not
only highlights the pivotal role of these parameters but also of-
fers an in-depth perspective on the performance of each QECC
under different conditions. The innovative use of radar charts
for illustrating comparisons clearly demonstrates the unique
compromises associated with each QECC, underscoring the
intricate process of QECC selection as an exercise in balancing
a variety of factors. This study emphasizes the continuous
need for benchmarking amidst the discovery of new QECCs
and their variants, showcasing the fluid nature of quantum
computing where the choice of QECC is highly contextual
and no universal solution exists.

Furthermore, we propose a universal, structured method-
ology for selecting the most appropriate QECC for specific
scenarios, aiding users in navigating the complex landscape
of quantum computing to find a QECC that aligns with their
unique needs. A significant achievement of this research is the
creation of a flexible and dynamic pioneering tool that evalu-
ates given scenario characteristics to recommend a prioritized



list of QECCs, alongside the maximum achievable distance
for each suggested code. This tool is built to accommodate
future expansions, including the integration of new QECCs and
the easy adjustment of their parameters, ensuring its ongoing
utility and adaptability in the face of quantum computing’s
rapid advancement. This work is a step forward in ensuring
that QECC choices are informed, balanced, and adaptable to
evolving quantum computing needs. E|
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