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Abstract—Quantum low-density parity-check (QLDPC) codes
have been proven to achieve higher minimum distances at higher
code rates than surface codes. However, this family of codes
imposes stringent latency requirements and poor performance
under iterative decoding, especially when the variable degree is low.
In this work, we improve both the error correction performance
and decoding latency of variable degree-3 (dv-3) QLDPC codes
under iterative decoding. Firstly, we perform a detailed analysis
of the structure of a well-known family of QLDPC codes, i.e.,
hypergraph product-based codes. Then, we propose a decoding
approach that stems from the knowledge of harmful configurations
apparent in these codes. Our decoding scheme is based on applying
a modified version of bit flipping (BF) decoding, namely two-bit bit
flipping (TBF) decoding, which adds more degrees of freedom to BF
decoding. The granularity offered by TBF decoding helps us design
sets of decoders that operate in parallel and can collectively decode
error patterns appearing in harmful configurations of the code,
thus addressing both the latency and performance requirements.
Finally, simulation results demonstrate that the proposed decoding
scheme surpasses other iterative decoding approaches for various
dv-3 QLDPC codes.

Index Terms—QLDPC codes, bit flipping decoding, hypergraph-
product codes, symmetric stabilizers, trapping sets, error-floor.

I. INTRODUCTION

QUANTUM low-density parity-check (QLDPC) codes
have gained attention recently over topological codes

because of their superiority in the minimum distance and their
code rate scaling asymptotically [1], [2]. However, QLDPC
codes impose long-range qubit connections, which can increase
noise and also induce additional delays [3], [4], potentially
further restricting the latency budget available for decoding
implementations. These latency requirements are also accom-
panied by poor error correction performance, which is apparent
for iterative decoders such as belief propagation (BP) or min-
sum (MS). Failure of iterative decoding is mainly attributed to
inherent properties of QLDPC codes, such as degeneracy and the
presence of short cycles [5], [6]. This performance degradation,
especially in the error-floor region, is mainly observed in the
case of low variable-degree QLDPC codes, where iterative
decoding fails to correct low-weight error patterns that appear
inside harmful structures of the code, referred to as trapping
sets [7].

Several approaches in the literature modify the message-
passing rules or message scheduling to break symmetries im-
posed by symmetric stabilizers and improve performance. For
example, Poulin and Chung [5] proposed heuristic modifications
to BP, called freezing, random perturbation, and collision, which
improved the performance of highly degenerate codes. However,
these approaches are not deterministic and do not fully utilize
the code structure. Recently developed BP with bias using

Oscillating Trapping Sets (BP-OTS) [8] improves performance
after modifying the decoding rules for variable nodes that
participate in trapping sets of topological codes. However,
it has not been demonstrated for other families of QLDPC
codes. Regarding the scheduling of iterative decoders, various
approaches that take into account the structure of QLDPC
codes have been proposed. Layered BP and MS algorithms [9]
improve message-passing decoding performance because they
are able to exploit the degeneracy. However, their serial decod-
ing nature imposes additional latency requirements. Similarly,
advanced post-processing techniques such as ordered statistics
decoding (OSD) [10], stabilizer inactivation (SI) [11] decoding,
and BP with guided decimation [12] can improve decoding
performance by paying the price of latency and high complexity,
i.e., O(n3), O(n2logn), and O(n2) respectively, where n is
the blocklength of the code. Finally, decoding approaches such
as refined/memory BP decoding [13], [14] take into account
the correlation of X and Z errors, but significant performance
results are obtained only when adaptive decoding approaches
for choosing normalization parameters are combined with serial
scheduling.

BF decoding, introduced in [15], is a low-complexity alter-
native compared to other iterative algorithms and is widely
used in classical LDPC decoding, where it provides good
trade-offs between performance and latency-complexity [16].
These properties make BF particularly suited for quantum
error correction (QEC), and different variants of BF decoders
are proposed. Notably, the small-set-flip (SSF) decoder [17]
deals with degeneracy (see definition of degeneracy in Sec-
tion IV) by exhaustively flipping sets of bits contained in the
support of stabilizers, instead of single bits. This approach
introduces asymmetry, which helps decode degenerate error
patterns. However, SSF provides guaranteed error correction
for codes constructed by the hypergraph product of expander
codes. Therefore, very large codes are required for SSF to be
effective in practical scenarios. Moreover, SSF is not guaranteed
to succeed in decoding error patterns appearing inside harmful
structures except symmetric stabilizers. SSF decoder has also
been used as a successor to BP (post-processing technique) [18],
where BP is deployed in order to reduce the weight of the error
pattern before it is decoded by SSF. Recently, targeting low-
latency decoding, the Turbo-XZ algorithm deploys BF decoding
with iteration-dependent thresholds in order to correct error
patterns appearing in certain trapping sets [19]. However, this
approach cannot take advantage of the degeneracy of the code.
BF techniques have also been used in the scope of topological
codes. Progressive-proximity bit flipping [20] is able to decode
topological codes by exploiting certain structural properties.

Our proposed decoding scheme is also based on BF, but
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differentiates from the previous approaches in the sense that it
specifically targets low-latency decoding combined with guar-
anteed correction of error patterns appearing inside specific
structures of QLDPC codes. More specifically, we deploy two-
bit bit flipping (TBF) decoding, which has been explored before
in the classical literature [21], and it has been proven to obtain
superior performance compared to the original BF decoding.
The key feature of the TBF decoding is that it assigns more
states to both variable and check nodes; therefore, variable
nodes are treated with higher granularity than conventional
flipping decoders, which, in turn, helps in improving the error
correction capability. Moreover, unlike other BF alternatives like
the gradient-descent bit flipping (GDBF) [22], its probabilistic
versions, and GDBF with momentum [23], the TBF decoder
can be implemented by low-complexity deterministic functions
that facilitate analysis and collective decoding.

The concept of collective decoding has been explored in
classical and quantum error correction literature. Regarding the
former, a set of diverse low-complexity decoders operating in
parallel [24] achieves guaranteed error correction performance
in a small number of iterations. Relating to QEC, collective
BP decoding was used within the framework of deep neural
network-based learning [25] wherein a trapping set-based im-
portance sampling approach is used to learn new decoding rules.

Our collective decoding approach is solely defined based on
the structure of the code. We keep in mind that two major types
of harmful configurations impede iterative decoding, namely,
classical and quantum trapping sets (or symmetric stabilizers),
defined in Section. II-C. Hence, the decoding framework should
be able to deal with error patterns that appear in those two struc-
tures. Our approach is to first enumerate harmful configurations
by using the shortest cycles of the code as a starting point and
then exploit the parent-child relationships of these graphs in
order to obtain the most dominant harmful graphs. After the
enumeration process, the goal is to develop a set of diverse TBF
decoders capable of decoding all error patterns within quantum
trapping sets and all error patterns up to a certain weight within
classical trapping sets.

Our focus is on variable degree-3 (dv-3) QLDPC codes from
the generalized hypergraph product (GHP) code [10] family.
GHP codes suffer from error-floor under iterative decoding,
which performs poorly despite the large distance of the codes.
Nevertheless, this family of codes can achieve higher distance
when compared to hypergraph product (HP) codes. Also, as
was illustrated in [10], when GHP are decoded with BP-OSD,
they can achieve better performance free of error-floor than HP
codes. This fact demonstrates the potential of this family of
codes and enables us to analyze them. We also note that our
restriction of the variable node degree is only for the sake of
analysis, and we remark that the method is extendable to higher
variable node degree codes. Interestingly, we observed that for
a family of dv-3 QLDPC codes, the 6-cycles lead to classical
trapping sets which are only interconnected by quantum trapping
sets which in turn emerge from the 8-cycles. Such analysis
provides the overview of the structure of dv-3 QLDPC codes.
Based on the knowledge of harmful structures in this family of
codes, we provide a systematic method of generating the set
of TBF decoders able to collectively correct low-weight error
patterns appearing inside both classical and quantum trapping

sets.
Finally, we provide simulation results featuring the selected

set of TBF decoders, and we show that it can surpass the
performance of message-passing decoders such as MS and
layered MS for three different dv-3 QLDPC codes.

The main contributions of the paper can be summarized
below:

1) We analyze the structure of dv-3 GHP codes, a family
of codes with good error correction properties but poor
performance under iterative decoding.

2) The analysis reveals the interconnection of quantum and
classical trapping sets and shows that these codes, and in
general quantum codes, facilitate collective decoding.

3) By using collective decoding, we are able to both correct
error patterns that appear inside quantum trapping sets, thus
exploiting degeneracy, and also correct those that appear in
classical trapping sets.

4) Performance results show improved performance over the
MS decoding while also demonstrating the potential for
further improvements because of the structure of the codes.

5) To our knowledge, this marks the first attempt toward good
performance/low latency under non-serial (or adaptive or
post-processing) decoding techniques.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we introduce the preliminaries of QEC along with an overview
of syndrome BF decoding and classical and quantum trapping
sets. In Section III, we analyze the structure of dv-3 GHP codes.
In Section IV, we present syndrome-based TBF decoding,
which is extended in Section V, where we introduce TBF-based
collective decoding, and we propose a set of decoders that can
correct up to weight-5 error patterns that appear inside certain
classical trapping sets and all error patterns that appear inside
quantum trapping sets. Finally, Section VI presents simulation
results obtained over various dv-3 QLDPC codes.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Stabilizer Formalism

Consider the n-fold Pauli group,

Gn ≜ {pP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ pPn : p ∈ {±1,±i}, Pj ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}},

where I , X , Y , and Z are called Pauli operators. Every element
in Gn has eigenvalues ±1, and any two elements in Gn either
commute or anticommute with each other. A stabilizer group
S is an Abelian subgroup in Gn. If S is generated by n − k
independent generators, it defines a Jn, k, dminK stabilizer code
C that encodes k logical qubits into n physical qubits, with
dmin being its minimum distance. The elements of S are called
stabilizers. The set of generators of S can be represented by the
stabilizer matrix H , whose (i, j)th element is given by the Pauli
operator corresponding to the jth qubit in the ith stabilizer. For a
more thorough description of the stabilizer formalism, one can
refer to [26].

By applying the binary mapping to the stabilizer matrix, S,
we obtain a (n− k)× 2n binary matrix:

H = [HX | HZ ], (1)
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which we call the parity check matrix of C. Since the corre-
sponding stabilizers of S commute with each other, it can be
verified that [26]:

HXHT
Z +HZH

T
X = 0. (2)

In this work, we address HP codes, which constitute a class of
Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) codes. A Jn, kX−kZ , dminK CSS
code [27] is a stabilizer code constructed using two classical
codes, CX [n, kX , dmin,X ] and CZ [n, kZ , dmin,Z ], where dmin ≥
min{dmin,X , dmin,Z} [28] and CZ ⊆ CX . Given the stabilizer
matrix HX of CX and HZ of C⊥

Z , the CSS code constructed
from CX and CZ has the form

H =

[
HZ 0
0 HX

]
,

where HXHT
Z = 0 (unless specified otherwise, we assume all

operations on binary matrices and vectors are performed on the
binary field).

CSS codes facilitate binary decoding because of their struc-
ture, i.e., X errors are decoded using HZ , and Z errors are
decoded using HX . Therefore, it is sufficient to consider the
two independent binary symmetric channels (BSCs) rather than
the depolarizing channel, thus ignoring the correlation between
the X and Z errors [29]. Let us denote as e = [eX , eZ ] the
binary representation of a Pauli error acting on the n qubits. The
corresponding input syndromes are obtained as sZ = eXHT

Z

and sX = eZH
T
X , or in a compact form, s = [sX , sZ ].

An all-zero syndrome vector indicates that all stabilizers
commute with the error pattern. On the other hand, when the
syndrome vector is non-zero, an error has been detected. The
goal of a syndrome-based decoder is to produce an estimate
error pattern, ê, which corresponds to a syndrome ŝ that matches
s. We observe a decoding success if the initial error e is
recovered up to a stabilizer, which means that e ⊕ ê belongs
to the rowspace of the parity check matrix H . Error correction
is unsuccessful when the decoder is not able to match the input
syndrome s, or when the decoding process results in a logical
error, such that e⊕ ê commutes with all the stabilizers, but it’s
not in the rowspace of H .

The HX and HZ stabilizer matrices can each be represented
as a Tanner graph, denoted as G, which is a bipartite graph with
two sets of nodes: n variable (qubit) nodes V = {v1, ..., vn}
and m check nodes C = {c1, ..., cm}. The set of edges (non-
identity entries of the stabilizer matrix) connecting the two sets
of nodes is denoted as E . The degree of a node is the number of
its neighbors. A dv-variable-regular LDPC code has a Tanner
graph in which all variable nodes have the same degree, dv .
The degree of a check node c is denoted by dc. For a Tanner
graph G, the girth g is the length of the shortest cycle in G.
For the rest of this paper, only one type of error (X error) and
its decoding will be considered; without loss of generality, the
notation H will refer to HZ , e will refer to eX , and s will refer
to sZ .

B. Bit Flipping Decoding

Before we delve into TBF decoding, we will describe the
syndrome version of the well-known parallel BF algorithm,
which is one of the simplest hard decision decoders for LDPC

codes on the BSC [30], [31]. The algorithm iterates until the
input syndrome has been matched or until a maximum number
of L iterations is reached. We define sc to be the input syndrome
value of the check node c ∈ C. The check node c is said to be
satisfied when the estimated syndrome value ŝc is the same
as the input syndrome value sc. Otherwise, the check is said
to be unsatisfied. This is modeled by the residual syndrome
value rc, which computes the XOR between the input and
the estimated syndrome. In each iteration, the algorithm “flips”
all variable nodes that are connected to more unsatisfied than
satisfied check nodes, i.e., flips v if χℓ

1(v) > dv

2 . Here, χℓ
0(v)

and χℓ
1(v), respectively, denote the number of satisfied and

unsatisfied check nodes that are connected to v at the beginning
of the ℓth iteration. In this paper, as we primarily focus on
regular QLDPC codes, the degree dv is the same for every
v ∈ V . In order to adapt to the quantum decoding problem,
we will consider a syndrome version of BF decoder, which
iteratively flips variable nodes until it finds an error pattern ê
with syndrome ŝ = êHT that matches with s, or until it reaches
the maximum number of iterations L. The syndrome BF decoder
is outlined in Algorithm 1. We denote as s = (s1, s2, · · · , sm)
the input syndrome to the iterative decoder. The decoding output
at the ℓth iteration is denoted as êℓ = (êℓ1, ê

ℓ
2, · · · , êℓn), ℓ ≤ L

in the following.

Algorithm 1 Syndrome-Based BF Algorithm
Input: s, H , L
Output: ê

1: ℓ← 0 ▷ Initialization
2: êℓv ← 0, ∀v ∈ V
3: rℓ ← s ▷ Residual syndrome
4: while rℓ ̸= 0 and ℓ ≤ L do
5: χℓ

1 ← rH ▷ Number of unsatisfied checks
6: for v ∈ V do
7: if χℓ

1(v) >
dv

2 then
8: êℓ+1

v ← êℓv ⊕ 1 ▷ Flip
9: end if

10: end for
11: ŝℓ+1 = êℓ+1HT ▷ Estimated syndrome
12: rℓ+1

c = sc ⊕ ŝℓ+1
c , ∀c ∈ C

13: ℓ← ℓ+ 1
14: end while

C. Classical and Quantum Trapping Sets

In general, the failures of BF decoding can be characterized
by the notion of trapping sets [32], which will be used for
the rest of the paper. We note that definitions given below are
adopted by [33] and [7]. According to the quantum decoding
problem, a variable node v is said to be eventually converged
if there exists a positive integer I such that for all ℓ ≥ I ,
êℓv = êℓ−1

v . Also, a check node c is eventually satisfied if there
exists a positive integer I such that for all ℓ ≥ I , ŝℓc = sc.

Definition 1. For a syndrome-based decoder, a trapping set T ,
is a non-empty set of variable nodes that are not eventually
converged or are neighbors of the check nodes that are not
eventually satisfied.
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If the sub-graph induced by the set of variable nodes T
contains a variable nodes and b odd-degree check nodes, then
T is labeled as a (a, b) trapping set. As in the Tanner graph
representation, the variable nodes and check nodes of the
trapping set-induced subgraph are represented by circular and
square nodes, respectively. The odd-degree check nodes are
shown using black-shaded square nodes.

A particular family of trapping sets, i.e., fixed sets, are detri-
mental to the BF decoding performance. Based on definition 4
given in [33], a trapping set is considered to be a fixed set or
fixed point of the bit flipping algorithm, if the hard decision of
the set of variable nodes T remains unchanged after one round
of decoding. Authors in [32] also observed that for T to be a
fixed set, no variable node v ∈ T should be connected to more
odd-degree than even-degree checks. If a fixed set containing
a variable nodes exists, then BF decoding is not guaranteed to
correct all error patterns up to a errors. Examples of fixed sets
apparent in families of GHP codes are given in Fig. 1(a) and
Fig. 1(d) respectively.

In addition to classical type trapping sets described above,
QEC introduces another type of harmful configuration. As we
mentioned, in the quantum decoding problem, the decoder needs
to converge to an estimate error pattern ê such that ê ⊕ e is
a stabilizer. This differs from the classical decoding problem
where an exact match of error is required. We refer to error
vectors e and f as degenerate errors if e⊕f is a stabilizer. Hence,
it is equivalent to output any one of the degenerate errors as the
candidate error pattern for matching the syndrome. However,
in QLDPC codes whose minimum distance is higher than their
stabilizer weight, certain degenerate errors can impede iterative
decoding. A symmetric topology of the stabilizer sub-graph
that contains degenerate error patterns e and f of equal weight
will result in a decoding failure [7]. In the following sections,
we will illustrate examples of such decoding failures when the
iterative decoder attempts to converge to error patterns e and
f simultaneously, thus not matching the input syndrome. This
failure is caused by the symmetry of both the stabilizer and the
iterative decoder update rules. Hence, such errors are referred
to as symmetric degenerate errors, and the corresponding sets
of variable nodes as symmetric stabilizers or quantum trapping
sets. Below, we give the definition of symmetric stabilizers
adopted from [7].

Definition 2. A symmetric stabilizer is a stabilizer with a set
of variable/qubit nodes whose induced sub-graph has no odd-
degree check nodes, and that can be partitioned into an even
number of disjoint subsets so that (a) sub-graphs induced by
these subsets of variable nodes are isomorphic, and (b) each
subset has the same set of odd-degree check node neighbors in
its induced sub-graph.

Assuming that a code has girth g, it is well known that
the shortest cycles of the code, namely the ones with length
g and g + 2, constitute trapping sets for iterative decoding
algorithms [33]. Therefore, a way to obtain larger structures
that are harmful to decoding is to exploit the parent-child
relationship between trapping sets. We say that a trapping set
T1 is a parent of T2 (or that T2 is a child of T1) if T2 contains
a subset whose induced sub-graph is isomorphic to T1 [33]. We
will use this idea in the following section to present the trapping

set analysis of GHP codes. We note here that for the rest of the
paper, we will refer to symmetric stabilizers as quantum trapping
sets interchangeably.

III. TRAPPING SET ANALYSIS OF GENERALIZED
HYPERGRAPH PRODUCT CODES

HP codes is a family of QLDPC codes constructed by any
two classical codes Ca1

[n, ka1
, da1

] and Ca2
[n, ka2

, da2
] [28].

More specifically, supposing that a1 and a2 are the parity check
matrices of the codes Ca1 and Ca2 (with dimensions ma1×na1

and ma2
×na2

respectively), then the hypergraph product code
is the code with HX = (a1 ⊗ Ima2

, Ima1
⊗ a2) and HZ =

(Ina1
⊗aT2 , aT1 ⊗Ina2

). The resulting quantum code has a length
of n = na1

ma2
+ na2

ma1
and a dimension of k = 2ka1

ka2
−

ka1
(na2
−ma2

)−ka2
(na1
−ma1

). Here, we focus on GHP codes
which contain both generalized bicycle codes [34] and the class
of HP codes, where one of the two parity-check matrices used
in the product is square [10].

Our analysis is based on enumerating trapping sets that are
children of the g and (g+2)-cycles of the code. To search for the
children trapping sets, we first check if the degree-1 check nodes
of the parent trapping set share any variable nodes. If not, we
proceed by checking if there are variable nodes shared between
degree-1 and degree-2 check nodes of the parent trapping set.
The procedure continues until all degree-1 check nodes are
checked against all check nodes of all possible degrees. We
proceed similarly to the expansion procedure in [35]. The
termination condition is when no degree-1 check nodes are left.

The B1 GHP code is used as a case study for the upcoming
analysis. The A and B matrices that describe the B1 code are
given below.

A =



x27 0 0 0 0 1 x54

x54 x27 0 0 0 0 1
1 x54 x27 0 0 0 0
0 1 x54 x27 0 0 0
0 0 1 x54 x27 0 0
0 0 0 1 x54 x27 0
0 0 0 0 1 x54 x27


,

B = (1 + x+ x6)I7.

Regarding the A circulant matrix, each entry corresponds to a
63× 63 matrix (l = 63), with entry 0 representing the all-zero
matrix, entry 1 corresponding to the identity matrix and entries
x27 and x54 being the shifted versions (by 27 and 54) of the
identity matrix. Regarding the B circulant matrix, each entry
also corresponds to a 63 × 63 matrix which is repeated seven
times across the diagonal of B (I7 corresponds to the 7 × 7
identity matrix). For the HZ matrix, each entry of both A and
B matrices is transposed [10]. The code is regular, with dv = 3
and dc = 6 and its minimum distance is 18 ≤ d ≤ 24. Without
loss of generality, since we only consider X errors, our focus is
on the HZ matrix of the code. For the upcoming analysis, we
will refer to the two circulant matrices of HZ as B∗ and A∗.

A. 6-cycles and Classical Trapping Sets

Let us now consider the 6-cycles of the code. We observed
that all 6-cycles are only formed between variable nodes that
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belong to the same circulant matrix. There are no 6-cycles
formed between variable nodes that belong to both circulant
matrices. The parent trapping set which corresponds to a 6-
cycle is the (3, 3) one, which is also a fixed set and can be seen
in Fig. 1(a).

(a)

(b) (c)

(d)

Fig. 1: Children trapping sets of the (3, 3) trapping set in (a) are
the (5, 5) trapping set in (b), the (6, 4) trapping set in (c), and
the (8, 6) trapping set in (d). Each child of the (3, 3) trapping set
is a juxtaposition of two, three, and four six-cycles, respectively.
Odd-degree check nodes are represented by ■.

We start by considering the (3, 3) trapping set inside the
B∗ matrix. By searching for children trapping sets, we obtain
the structures shown in Fig. 1(b),(c),(d), which correspond to
interconnected 6-cycles (note that (c) is also a fixed set). By
enumerating the children of the 6-cycle we eventually get the
structure depicted in Fig. 2(a), which is a (63, 63) trapping set.
This structure corresponds to each 63×63 entry of the diagonal
of the B∗ matrix. It is clear that the (63, 63) trapping set has
a symmetric structure. We note that the B∗ matrix consists of
seven (63, 63) trapping sets which are independent with respect
to B∗, meaning that the checks of each (63, 63) trapping set are
not connected to variable nodes that belong to other (63, 63)
trapping sets.

We now obtain a 6-cycle of the A∗ matrix, which is also
the parent to trapping sets formed by juxtaposing 6-cycles.
By searching for children trapping sets, we finally obtain the
(49, 49) trapping set which is shown in Fig. 2(b). The A∗

circulant matrix is therefore comprised of nine (49, 49) trapping
sets which are not interconnected with each other and are
only connected with the (63, 63) trapping sets of the other
circulant matrix. We stop our search here since the (49, 49) and
(63, 63) trapping sets also constitute stopping sets [36], which
are directly connected to pseudocodewords and are harmful
when decoded over the BSC. Pseudocodewords are considered
to be attractor points of iterative message passing decoders [37],
analogous to codewords, thereby determining the performance
of iterative decoding [38].

(a) (b)

Fig. 2: The (63, 63) and (49, 49) trapping sets obtained by the
the (3, 3) trapping set in the B∗ and A∗ circulant matrices
respectively. B∗ contains seven (63, 63) trapping sets and A∗

contains nine (49, 49) trapping sets. (63, 63) trapping sets are
only interconnected with (49, 49) trapping sets and vice versa.
Note that only degree-3 check nodes appear in the trapping
sets. We use two styles of dotted lines to represent connections
between remote nodes. The five 6-cycles in a row, seen in (a),
can be inferred from the polynomial 1 + x+ x6.

B. 8-cycles and Quantum Trapping Sets

Let us now consider the 8-cycles of the code. We observed
that 8-cycles are only formed between sets of variable nodes that
belong to both circulant matrices and there is no 8-cycle inside
each circulant matrix independently. The parent trapping set
corresponding to an 8-cycle is the (4, 4) one which can be seen
in Fig. 3(a). Yellow-colored circles correspond to variable nodes
of the B∗ circulant matrix, and green-colored variable nodes
correspond to variable nodes of the A∗ circulant matrix. Now,
we will try to connect the degree-1 check nodes by adding one
variable node. Apparently, as illustrated in Fig. 3(a), the degree-
1 checks connected to yellow-colored variable nodes, share
a neighboring variable node, thus forming the (5, 3) trapping
set (Fig. 3(b)). Finally, all the dangling degree-1 checks are
connected when we add one more node to the (5, 3) trapping
set. This leads us to obtain the (6, 0) trapping set, which is a
symmetric stabilizer and is illustrated in Fig. 3(c). The (6, 0)
trapping set consists of six interconnected 8-cycles formed
between the two circulant matrices. Each variable node is
contained in three (6, 0) trapping sets and 18 8-cycles. Every 8-
cycle of the code leads to the formation of the quantum trapping
set. The set of six variable nodes inside the (6, 0) trapping set
corresponds to the support of a check of the HX matrix.

Also note that the (6, 0) trapping sets interconnect the (63, 63)
and (49, 49) classical trapping sets as illustrated in Fig. 4.

Finally, regarding every dv-3, dc-6 GHP code, we conjecture
that since one of the circulant matrices will be constructed by
using a weight-3 polynomial, then the trapping sets of that
circulant matrix will be a juxtaposition of 6-cycles. We also
conjecture that the (6, 0) trapping set will be present in every
dv-3, dc-6 GHP code. Hence, it is crucial to devise a decoding
framework that is able to correct error patterns appearing in
such structures.
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(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 3: The evolution of a (4, 4) trapping set (a) leading into
the formation of a symmetric stabilizer (c). The (5, 3) trapping
set (b) is obtained after adding a single variable node and the
(6, 0) trapping set is obtained after adding two variable nodes.
The three line types used for the (6, 0) trapping set indicate that
the lines are not interconnected. Notice that only variable nodes
belonging to different circulant matrices are directly connected.

Fig. 4: Overview of the structure of B1 code. The symmetric
stabilizer interconnects the two types of trapping sets. The
(63, 63) and (49, 49) trapping sets are represented as yellow
and green circles respectively, which indicate their symmetric
structure.

IV. TWO-BIT BIT FLIPPING DECODING

The trapping set analysis of the B1 code indicates that
BF decoder is expected to exhibit poor performance for dv-
3 GHP codes, despite being a good candidate for low-latency
applications. In particular, it has been proven that for dv-3
variable-regular codes, the guaranteed error correction capability
of the BF algorithm is upper bounded by ⌈ g4⌉−1 [32]. Therefore,
the fact that a dv-3 code with g = 6 or g = 8 cannot
correct certain weight two error patterns makes the algorithm
impractical. Also, the girth of QLDPC codes is usually small,
and in the case of HP and GHP codes, it cannot be higher
than eight. Hence, we are motivated to utilize bit flipping-based
decoders with better error correction capabilities, accompanied
by higher granularity, and allowing collective decoding.

A. TBF Algorithm
We now present the quantum equivalent of the classical two-

bit bit flipping (TBF) algorithm [21]. In contrast to the BF
decoder, which assigns two possible states to each variable
and check node (one-bit precision), TBF uses two-bit precision,
allowing more states to describe both variable and check nodes.

For the check nodes, an additional bit is used to describe
the value of the check in the previous iteration. A satisfied
(unsatisfied) check node c is called previously satisfied (previ-
ously unsatisfied) if it was satisfied (unsatisfied) in the previous
decoding iteration and it is still satisfied (unsatisfied) in the
current iteration, which means that its residual syndrome rc = 0
(or rc = 1) for both iterations. In the other case, the check
node is called newly satisfied (newly unsatisfied), which means
that the residual syndrome rc flips in the current iteration. The
states of a previously satisfied, a newly satisfied, a previously
unsatisfied, and a newly unsatisfied check node are denoted as
0old, 0new, 1old, and 1new, respectively.

Let zℓ = (zℓ1, z
ℓ
2, · · · , zℓm) be a vector such that zℓc ∈

{0old, 0new, 1old, 1new} gives the state of check node c at the end
of the ℓth iteration. The check node update function Φ is defined
as follows:

zℓc ← Φ(rℓ−1
c , rℓc) =


0old, if (rℓ−1

c , rℓc) = (0, 0)

1new, if (rℓ−1
c , rℓc) = (0, 1)

0new, if (rℓ−1
c , rℓc) = (1, 0)

1old, if (rℓ−1
c , rℓc) = (1, 1).

(3)

The initial states of check nodes are computed at iteration ℓ = 0
based on the received syndrome as follows:

z0c ← ∆c(sc) =

{
{0old, 0new}, if sc = 0

{1old, 1new}, if sc = 1.
(4)

Hence, if the received syndrome of a check equals zero, the
check can be initialized either as previously satisfied or as newly
satisfied. On the other hand, if the received syndrome of a check
equals one, the check can be initialized either as previously
unsatisfied or as newly unsatisfied. This is an indication of the
granularity offered by TBF decoding, which can be exploited
via collective decoding.

In the case of variable nodes, the additional bit is used to
represent their “strength”. A variable node v is classified as
either a “strong” variable node or a “weak” variable node. The
intuition behind this classification is that variable nodes are
treated differently with respect to their strength. For example,
a variable node that is marked as weak can be flipped more
easily than a variable node marked as strong in the subsequent
iteration. Therefore, v can be described by four states instead
of two, which are the following: 00, 01, 10, 11, where the most
significant bit (MSB) denotes the value of v and the least
significant bit (LSB) denotes the strength of v.

Let wℓ = (wℓ
1, w

ℓ
2, · · · , wℓ

n), such that wℓ
v ∈ {00, 01, 10, 11}

gives the state of variable node v at the end of the ℓth iteration.
The hard decision of v at the ℓth iteration is extracted using the
MSB as: MSB(wℓ

v) and the error estimate vector êℓ corresponds
to the hard decision part of wℓ.

Let us spend some time understanding how the variable nodes
are updated in the TBF algorithm. States of variable nodes are
initialized to ∆v ∈ {00, 01} since we do not receive any channel
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values. The variable node update function used to compute the
updated variable node state is defined by (5):

wℓ+1
v =


wℓ

v, if X ℓ(v) = (2, 0, 0)

00, if X ℓ(v) = (1, 0, 1) & wℓ
v ∈ (01, 00)

10, if X ℓ(v) = (1, 0, 1) & wℓ
v ∈ (10, 11)

Ψ(wℓ
v, χ

ℓ
1(v)), otherwise.

(5)
Here, X ℓ(v) = (χℓ

0old
(v), χℓ

0new
(v), χℓ

1old
(v)) denotes the 3-

tuple containing the number of previously satisfied, newly
satisfied, and previously unsatisfied neighboring check nodes of
v respectively, and the function Ψ is described in Table I. The
function Ψ computes the next state of each variable node by
using the number of its adjacent unsatisfied checks χℓ

1(v) and
its current state wℓ

v . In Table I, for the case of three unsatisfied
checks, both weak and strong bits are flipped to strong bits.
In the case of two unsatisfied checks, strong bits become weak
and, in turn, weak bits are flipped to strong bits. Finally, for one
unsatisfied check, weak bits are flipped to weak bits, whereas
for no unsatisfied checks, bits become strong while retaining
their hard decision value. Note that Ψ defines (5) for any input
configuration except the following two cases. Firstly, when a
variable node v is connected to two previously satisfied checks,
zero newly satisfied checks, and zero previously unsatisfied
check nodes - i.e., X ℓ(v) = (2, 0, 0), then, we do not modify
the state of v. Secondly, when X ℓ(v) = (1, 0, 1), the decoding
rule forces v to become weak, i.e., LSB is set to zero. All such
subtleties can be captured in the variable node update function
in a TBF algorithm.

TABLE I: Description of Ψ which assigns the state of a variable
node v at the (ℓ + 1)th iteration based on its current state wℓ

v

and the number of its current adjacent unsatisfied checks χℓ
1(v).

wℓ
v

χℓ
1(v)

0 1 2 3
01 01 01 00 11
00 01 10 11 11
11 11 11 10 01
10 11 00 01 01

We note that (5) and Ψ function of Table I correspond to
a single example of a realization of a TBF decoder. More
generally, the variable node update can have many different
realizations giving more flexibility in the decoding rule. We will
use multiple realizations of (5) in order to develop our collective
decoding framework. Considering the definitions given above,
the syndrome-based TBF decoder is described in Algorithm 2.

B. Designing TBF Decoders

The granularity offered by the variable node update func-
tion (5) can help us develop TBF decoders with diverse error-
correction capabilities. Each TBF decoder can be uniquely
determined as:

D = (Ψ, f),

where f is a function that determines how the variable nodes
are updated as described next. Variable node function Ψ can be
described as a look-up-table like the one shown in Table I, and

Algorithm 2 Syndrome-Based TBF Algorithm
Input: s, H , L
Output: ê
Parameters: Φ,Ψ

1: ℓ← 0 ▷ Initializations
2: êℓv ← 0, ∀v ∈ V
3: wℓ

v ← ∆v , ∀v ∈ V
4: zℓc ← ∆c(sc), ∀c ∈ C
5: rℓ ← s
6: while rℓ ̸= 0 and ℓ ≤ L do
7: ∀v : wℓ+1

v ← (5)
8: êℓ+1

v ← MSB(wℓ+1
v ), ∀v ∈ V ▷ Hard decision of wℓ

v

9: ŝℓ+1 = êℓ+1HT (mod2) ▷ Estimated syndrome
10: rℓ+1

c = sc ⊕ ŝℓ+1
c , ∀c ∈ C ▷ Residual syndrome

11: zℓ+1
c ← Φ(rℓc, r

ℓ+1
c ), ∀c ∈ C

12: ℓ← ℓ+ 1
13: end while

in general, it can be applied to any subset of variable nodes.
Multiple Ψ functions can be deployed to cover the whole set
of variable nodes V . In such case, a Ψ function corresponding
to a subset Vi ⊆ V will be denoted as ΨVi . For the majority
of decoders we used in our simulations, Ψ is as described in
Table I. This is based on the observation that one should be
cautious while relaxing the bit flipping criteria of the Ψ function,
as logical errors can be introduced in cases where bits with
small number of unsatisfied checks are simultaneously flipped.
Consequently, most of our decoders are defined by modifying
the f function, which makes the bit flipping procedure more
conservative.

We define f to be a sequence of 10 binary values which
determines how (5) is applied to any subset Vi ⊆ V of variable
nodes, as:

fVi = (I∆v
, I∆c

,W012,W120,W200,W201,W101,W021

W011,W020). (6)

The first two parameters act on the initialization of variable and
check nodes, i.e., ∆v and ∆c, respectively. If I∆v

= 1, then all
variable nodes are initialized as ∆v = 00 (weak zero), other-
wise, they are initialized as ∆v = 01 (strong zero). If I∆c = 1,
then check nodes are initialized as ∆c(sc) = {0new, 1new}
(newly satisfied/unsatisfied), depending on their value, sc. If
I∆c

= 0, check nodes are initialized as ∆c(sc) = {0old, 1old}
(previously satisfied/unsatisfied) depending on their value, sc.
For the rest of the parameters, the subscript 3-tuple corresponds
to X ℓ(v), where v ∈ Vi. Now we will describe the effect of
each parameter in the variable-to-check update rule.

If W012 = 1, then the state of a variable node v connected to
zero previously satisfied, one newly satisfied, and two previously
unsatisfied check remains the same for that iteration, thus:

wℓ+1
v =

{
wℓ

v, if (W012 = 1 & 1012(X ℓ(v)) = 1)
Ψ(wℓ

v, χ
ℓ
1(v)), if (W012 = 0 & 1012(X ℓ(v)) = 1).

(7)
Where,

1012(X ℓ(v)) =

{
1, if X ℓ(v) = (0, 1, 2)

0, otherwise,
(8)
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is the indicator function. The remaining parameters are also
described using equations similar to (7). If W120 = 1, then
the state of a variable node connected to one previously
satisfied, two newly satisfied, and zero previously unsatisfied
check becomes weak, otherwise, if W120 = 0, the state of the
particular variable node remains the same for that iteration. This
is described by the following equation:

wℓ+1
v =



00, if (W120 = 1 & 1120(X ℓ(v)) = 1)
& wℓ

v ∈ (01, 00)

10, if (W120 = 1 & 1120(X ℓ(v)) = 1)
& wℓ

v ∈ (10, 11)

wℓ
v, if (W120 = 0 & 1120(X ℓ(v)) = 1).

(9)

The same rule applies for W200. Finally, if W201 = 1, then the
state of a variable node connected to two previously satisfied,
zero newly satisfied, and one previously unsatisfied checks
becomes weak. This is described by the following equation:

wℓ+1
v =



00, if (W201 = 1 & 1201(X ℓ(v)) = 1)
& wℓ

v ∈ (01, 00)

10, if (W201 = 1 & 1201(X ℓ(v)) = 1)
& wℓ

v ∈ (10, 11)

Ψ(wℓ
v, χ

ℓ
1(v)), if (W201 = 0 & 1201(X ℓ(v)) = 1).

(10)
The rest of the parameters have the same behavior as W201.

In the following section, we will exploit the structure of GHP
codes, analyzed in Section III, by using multiple instances of
TBF decoders in parallel (collective decoding).

V. COLLECTIVE DECODING

Our collective decoding framework is denoted by

DND = {Di|i = 1, · · · , ND},

which is the set of TBF decoders we have at our disposal, where
ND is the cardinality of the set and Di = (Ψi, fi) describes
each individual decoder of the set, which is uniquely defined.
The set of ND decoders is used in parallel so that it can provide
guaranteed correction within the allowed decoding time budget.
For the rest of the paper, if no superscript is defined for Ψ and
f functions then we assume that they are applied to the whole
set of variable nodes, V . Regarding the f function, although the
number of all possible 3-tuples is more than 10, for the purposes
of our decoding analysis and in order to limit the complexity,
we choose to work with the aforementioned 10 bit-values. We
denote as Dtot, the base of 210 = 1024 decoders that we will
have at our disposal (maximum value of ND equals to 1024).
Most of our proposed decoders will use the Ψ function defined
in Table I.

A. Targeting Error-Floor
Based on the trapping set analysis of the code in Section III,

our goal is to correct all error patterns that appear inside the
(6, 0) trapping set and all error patterns up to weight-t inside
the (49, 49) and (63, 63) trapping sets. Since those structures
repeat themselves, the error-floor performance will be improved.
We note here that we use the BF algorithm as a starting point
of our analysis given below, because BF is a special case of a
TBF decoder.

1) Dealing with classical trapping sets: Since both (49, 49)
and (63, 63) trapping sets are formed by juxtaposing 6-cycles,
the following analysis applies to both of them. We begin our
analysis by considering BF, which flips every bit that has two or
more unsatisfied checks in their neighborhood. BF can correct
every weight-1 and weight-2 error pattern that appears in both
(49, 49) and (63, 63) trapping sets. We now consider weight-3
error patterns. BF cannot correct the types of weight-3 error
patterns that are depicted in Fig. 5. The weight-3 error patterns
appearing inside the (3, 3) trapping set (Fig. 5(a)) constitute
fixed sets for BF decoder (see Section IV), so the decoder fails
to correct them because the number of unsatisfied checks of
all bits equals to one, therefore no variable node is flipped.
Regarding the error patterns shown in Fig. 5(b),(c),(d),(e), BF
exhibits oscillating behavior as it does not provide different
treatment for variable nodes with two unsatisfied checks and
variable nodes with three unsatisfied checks. All these error
patterns can be corrected by using the following TBF-based
decoder which is more cautious while flipping bits: D1 =
(Ψ1, (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 0)), where Ψ1 is given by Table I.
D1 can correct the error patterns of Fig. 5 in five, four, one,
one, and one iterations, respectively.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Fig. 5: Uncorrectable weight-3 error configurations by BF
decoder. These errors appear in smaller trapping sets within
the (63, 63) and (49, 49) trapping sets. Variable nodes in error
are marked with •. Note that in this case, ■ corresponds to an
unsatisfied check.

Regarding weight-4 error patterns, we continue our analysis
using the D1 decoder as our basis. Our goal now is to first
generate all possible weight-4 error patterns that can appear
in the (49, 49) trapping set. For every weight-4 error pattern
for which D1 fails, we run the rest 1023 decoders, Dtot\D1.
Eventually, we pick a decoder of that set which is able to correct
the largest number of weight-4 error patterns for which D1 fails.
It turns out that D2 = (Ψ2, (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)), where
Ψ2 is given by Table I, is able to correct every single one of
those error patterns. Now that we can correct all weight-4 error
patterns inside the (49, 49) trapping set, we use both D1 and D2

decoders as our basis for testing the correction of all weight-4
error patterns appearing in the (69, 69) trapping set. Following
the same approach as before, we found that decoder D3 =
(Ψ3, (0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)), where Ψ3 is given by Table I,
can complement D1 and D2 decoders in correcting all possible
weight-4 error patterns appearing in both (49, 49) and (63, 63)
trapping sets.
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TABLE II: Set of eight TBF decoders which guarantee the
correction of all error patterns up to weight-5 that appear inside
the (49, 49) and (63, 63) trapping sets of the B1 code (children
of the (3, 3) trapping set). The set of decoders is generated using
Algorithm 3.

Decoder (I∆v ,I∆c ,W012,W120,W200,W201,W101,W021,W011,W020)

D1 (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 0)
D2 (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)
D3 (0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)
D4 (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0)
D5 (1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1)
D6 (0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1)
D7 (1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 0)
D8 (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1)

Finally, Algorithm 3 outlines a recursive approach that gen-
erates a set of TBF-based decoders that can collectively correct
all error patterns up to a certain weight, which appear inside
classical trapping sets. Ej denotes the set of all error patterns of
weight-j that are found inside the trapping set, while t denotes
the desired error correction capability inside the trapping set (we
aim to correct all error patterns up to weight-t in the trapping
set). Also, EjD, denotes the set of error patterns of weight-j that
are correctable by the decoder D. All decoders of the set Dtot

are able to correct all weight-1 error patterns, so the algorithm
begins by initializing the set of available decoders as the D1

decoder. Then, for all error patterns of weight-2, the rest of all
possible 1023 decoders of the set, Dtot\D1, are simulated and
the one with the lowest frame error rate (FER), D, is added
to the set D. The error patterns that are correctable by D are
removed from the set Ej . The process continues until either all
error patterns of weight j are corrected or all the decoders of
the set Dtot\D1 have been used. After all error patterns of a
certain weight are corrected, the weight is incremented and the
process continues. Eventually, Algorithm 3 outputs the set of
decoders D that can correct up to weight-(j − 1) error patterns
appearing inside a trapping set.

In the case of the B1 code, since both the (49, 49) and
(63, 63) trapping sets are symmetric, we can reduce the car-
dinality of the error patterns of a certain weight. For example
|Ej | =

(
62
j−1

)
+

(
48
j−1

)
, which for j = 5 equals 752425. In

general, the complexity of Algorithm 3 depends on the number
of variable nodes contained in the trapping sets under test and
the parameter t.

In Table II, we list a set of eight TBF decoders that guarantee
the correction of all error patterns up to weight-5 that appear
inside the (49, 49) and (63, 63) trapping sets. Simulation results
obtained by using this set of decoders are shown in Section VI.

2) Dealing with quantum trapping sets: We consider again
the plain BF algorithm. It is easy to see that all weight-1 error
patterns appearing inside the (6, 0) trapping set can be corrected
by BF. However, when it comes to the weight-2 error patterns,
BF can correct all of them except the ones that appear in
diagonal positions of each 8-cycle, or (4, 4) trapping set. As we
observe in Fig. 6, based on the decoding rule, BF keeps flipping
all four nodes back and forth without treating differently the
variable nodes with two or three unsatisfied checks. Hence, there

Algorithm 3 Generation of Set D
Input:t, Dtot, E2, · · · , Et
Output: D, j − 1

1: j ← 2 ▷ Initialization
2: D ← D1

3: Dtot ← Dtot\D1 ▷ Remove selected decoder
4: FER(i)← 0, ∀i ∈ [1, 1024]
5: while j ≤ t do
6: while (Ej ̸= ∅ & Dtot ̸= ∅) do
7: E ← ∅
8: for ∀e ∈ Ej do
9: Run D

10: if D fails then
11: E ← E ∪ e ▷ Uncorrectable error patterns.
12: end if
13: end for
14: if E ̸= ∅ then
15: for ∀e ∈ E do
16: Run ∀Di ∈ Dtot

17: store FER(i)
18: end for
19: D = argminDi∈Dtot

FER
20: D ← D

⋃
D ▷ Include to the set of decoders

21: Ej ← Ej\EjD ▷ Correctable error patterns
22: Dtot ← Dtot\D ▷ Remove selected decoder
23: else

Ej ← ∅
24: end if
25: end while
26: j ← j + 1
27: end while

Fig. 6: A weight-2 error pattern corresponding to variable nodes
of the diagonal of the (4, 4) trapping set. BF oscillates between
the two configurations, by flipping all four variable nodes at
every iteration.

are
(
4
2

)
= 6 failing weight-2 error patterns per (4, 4) trapping

set. This problem can be solved by using a less “aggressive”
BF algorithm that introduces more granularity, such as D1.
By observing the parameters of D1, it is clear that it will
immediately flip all variable nodes with three unsatisfied checks
while it will flag the variable nodes with two unsatisfied checks
as “weak”, so it will be able to correct such error configurations
in one iteration.

We continue our analysis by considering weight-3 error
patterns, all of which are uncorrectable by D1 due to the
symmetry of the (6, 0) trapping set. Since (6, 0) trapping sets are
only formed between the two circulant matrices, we can deploy
a TBF decoder that assigns different rules to variable nodes
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regarding which circulant matrix they belong to. For example,
variable nodes with three unsatisfied checks in one circulant are
immediately flipped, while variable nodes with three unsatisfied
checks in the other circulant only get their energy reduced (be-
come “weak”) so they can potentially be flipped in subsequent
iterations. This action introduces asymmetry and the overall
decoder introduces a “timing offset” to the variable nodes of one
circulant matrix. An example of a weight-3 error configuration
that cannot be corrected by either BF or D1 is shown in Fig. 7.
Fig. 8 shows how such an error configuration can be corrected
by employing different rules in each circulant matrix.

In conclusion, regarding the case of quantum trapping sets,
we propose a single TBF algorithm that is more conservative
in flipping the variable nodes of one circulant matrix and more
aggressive with the variable nodes of the other circulant matrix.
This approach enables the algorithm to handle all possible error
patterns in the (6, 0) trapping set. We denote that algorithm as

D9 = ({ΨV1
9 ,ΨV2

9 }, (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 0)),

where ΨV1
9 is described by Table I, ΨV2

9 is described
by Table III, V1 = {v1, v2, ..., vn/2} and V2 =
{vn/2+1, vn/2+2, ..., vn}. Due to its inherent asymmetry, D9 can
correct every error pattern inside the (6, 0) trapping set.

Finally, from this analysis it is clear that the set D9 =
{D1, D2, D3, D4, D5, D6, D7, D8, D9} is able to correct any
error pattern up to weight-5 appearing inside the (49, 49) and
(63, 63) classical trapping sets and any error pattern appearing
inside a (6, 0) quantum trapping set.

TABLE III: A realization of the Ψ function, which is only
applied on variable nodes of one circulant matrix and in
conjunction with the update rule described by Table I corrects
error patterns inside quantum trapping sets.

wℓ
v

χℓ
1(v)

0 1 2 3
01 01 01 00 00
00 01 10 11 11
11 11 11 10 10
10 11 00 01 01

B. Further Optimizations

The analysis of the B1 code in Section III revealed that
the code is comprised of nine (49, 49) trapping sets and seven
(63, 63) trapping sets which are connected via symmetric stabi-
lizers. We can correct higher-weight error patterns by assigning
different decoding rules to variable nodes depending on which
circulant matrix they belong to. The type of error patterns
we aim to correct are comprised of up to weight-5 error-
patterns appearing inside classical trapping sets of one circulant
matrix and error patterns appearing inside a symmetric stabilizer
(quantum trapping set). For example, we observe that D1 and
D9 are comprised of exactly the same function f with the
difference that D9 assigns a different Ψ function to the variable
nodes of the second circulant matrix. This observation means
that the set {D1, D9} can guarantee the correction of all error
patterns up to weight-3, which appear inside any of the classical
trapping sets of the first circulant matrix plus error patterns

(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 7: Progression of BF algorithm for a weight-3 error pattern
appearing inside the (6, 0) trapping set. (a) represents the initial
state of the decoder, and the error pattern is marked with gray.
After every node with two unsatisfied checks has been flipped,
state (b) is obtained, and then BF oscillates between states (b)
and (c) as it always flips the same number of nodes belonging
to the two different circulants. Such an error configuration can
be resolved by treating nodes of different circulant matrices
differently, thus inducing asymmetry.

(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 8: Same error configuration depicted in Fig. 7 is now
handled using a single TBF-based decoder (D9) which employs
different rules for variable nodes of each circulant matrix. Yel-
low and green colors differentiate the variable nodes belonging
to different circulant matrices. As we observe nodes in green,
despite having three unsatisfied checks, are not immediately
flipped by D9, hence the decoder is able to converge to a
degenerate error pattern (which is equivalent to the gray one
in Fig. 7).

appearing inside (6, 0) trapping sets. Similarly, we can define a
new decoder

D10 = ({ΨV1
10 ,Ψ

V2
10}, (0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 0)),

where ΨV1
10 is described by Table III and ΨV2

10 is described by
Table I. Hence, the sets {D1, D9} and {D10, D1} can guarantee
the correction of all classical weight-3 errors and errors inside
symmetric stabilizers. Following the same idea, we can build
sets of decoders based on Table II (except D1), where we will
complement each of the decoders with two decoders with the
same f function and two differing Ψ functions same as D9 and
D10. Eventually, we will form a set of 24 decoders that can



11

correct error patterns up to weight-5 that appear inside classical
trapping sets and error patterns inside quantum trapping sets. As
we will observe in the following section, this set of 24 decoders
will help improve both the waterfall and error-floor performance
over the previous set of decoders for three different degree-3
QLDPC codes. Following the same idea, one can assign a set
of decoders that can simultaneously correct error patterns in
each one of the 16 classical trapping sets of the code.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We simulate the decoding performance of the proposed set
of decoders given in Section V. Unless noted otherwise, the
maximum number of iterations for any decoder depicted in the
upcoming plots is set to 50. Note that we choose to implement
MS decoding because it achieves better performance than BP
when a normalizing parameter is applied. Also, every decoder
shown in the plots follows a parallel-scheduling approach,
except noted otherwise (for example, layered decoding).

Fig. 9 illustrates the decoding performance of BF, normalized
min-sum (nMS), layered nMS, and three sets of TBF decoders.
The performance plot for layered nMS has been replicated
from [9]. We note that the difference between the nMS plot
in our implementation and the one in [9] is based on the fact
that in the latter, the authors pick the normalization factor
uniformly at random in {0.875, 0.9275} for every iteration,
whereas we pick it to be equal to 0.875. The first set of TBF
decoders is only comprised of D1 = D1 which can correct
all error patterns up to weight-3 that appear inside the (49, 49)
and (63, 63) trapping sets. The second set of TBF decoders
is comprised of D4 = {D1, D2, D3, D9} which are given in
Table II and can correct every weight-4 error pattern applied in
either the (49, 49) trapping set or (63, 63) trapping set and every
error pattern appearing in the (6, 0) trapping set independently.
Finally, the third set of TBF decoders D24, is the one described
in Section V-B. The poor performance of BF is attributed to
its inability to correct error patterns of weight as low as two
(see also Section V). On the other hand, we observe that D4

outperforms both BF and nMS, while D24 also outperforms the
layered nMS, which demonstrates an error-floor behavior.
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Fig. 9: Performance of collective bit flipping-based decoding
for the B1 code. D4 surpasses nMS decoding while D24 also
surpasses layered nMS decoding in the error-floor region.
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Fig. 10: Performance of collective bit flipping-based decoding
for the B3 code. D24 surpasses nMS decoding. The set of
proposed decoders provides better performance than that of
the B1 code (for which it was originally designed) due to the
sparsity that the B3 code offers.
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Fig. 11: Performance of collective bit flipping-based decoding
for the J288, 12, 18K BB code. The ensemble of 24 decoders
outperforms the nMS algorithm.

For the B3 code (Fig. 10), we compare the performance of
the ensembles of decoders against the nMS algorithm (using
the same normalization factor). We note here that B3 code also
contains the (6, 0) trapping sets, for which we can decode every
error pattern that appears inside it (for more details about the A
and B matrices that describe B3, refer to [10]). BF exhibits poor
decoding performance, while our proposed set of four decoders
(D4) can almost match the performance of the nMS in the error-
floor region. Interestingly, the performance gain of the ensemble
of 24 decoders is higher for the B3 code when compared to
the B1 code. This happens because the one circulant matrix of
B3 is also composed of juxtaposed 6-cycles, similar to the B1
code, but on the other hand, the other circulant matrix has a
girth equal to 10, which we conjecture that further enhances
the performance of our scheme due to its sparsity.

In addition, we choose to use our proposed ensemble of
decoders for a family of dv-3 QLDPC codes that were recently
proposed in [4], namely the Bivariate Bicycle (BB) LDPC codes.
BB codes are the first example of high-rate, large-distance
QLDPC codes achieving the pseudo-threshold close to 1% under
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Fig. 12: Average number of iterations required by nMS and D24

for decoding the B3 code.

the circuit-based noise model. These codes share a similar
structure to the family of GHP that we studied, so we expect
our proposed set of decoders to improve their performance as
well. We note that the authors provide decoding results by
only considering BP-OSD under a circuit-based noise model.
In Fig. 11 we compare the performance of nMS against that
of D1, D4, and D24. For the J288, 12, 18K code, we notice that
collective decoding still outperforms nMS, but the gain over the
error correction performance is less than the one observed for
the B1 and B3 codes. This happens because the J288, 12, 18K
code does not contain the (63, 63) and (49, 49) trapping sets.
Nevertheless, since BB codes still contain the (6, 0) trapping
sets and their classical trapping sets are formed by juxtaposing
6-cycles, D24 performs about 10 times better than nMS for a
crossover probability equal to 0.01. We also note that no error-
floor behavior is observed for any of the three sets of decoders.

In general, the way 6-cycles are juxtaposed is important. For
example, to attain the same error correction capability for the
(49, 49) and (63, 63) trapping sets independently, the former
required fewer TBF decoders. This behavior is attributed to the
(49, 49) trapping set having a sparser structure than the (63, 63)
trapping set, as it contains longer chains of interconnected 6-
cycles. We conjecture that correcting error patterns that appear
inside structures formed by interconnected 6-cycles is essential
for decoding dv-3, dc-6 QLDPC codes, and we showed that our
proposed ensembles can provide good error-floor performance
for a wide range of such codes. A possible future research
direction would be to define decoders that solve many kinds
of juxtapositions of 6-cycles and then deploy them together to
decode a wide variety of codes.

Finally, Fig. 12 demonstrates the average number of decoding
iterations required by D24 vs. the nMS decoder for the B3 code
(corresponding to Fig. 10). We observe that for a crossover
probability of 0.01, D24 attains about 1000 times better perfor-
mance than nMS by only requiring about 2.5 iterations, while
nMS requires 1.2 iterations. We note that a TBF-based decoding
iteration is expected to require less latency than a nMS iteration;
therefore, the collective decoding approach provides a good
performance/latency trade-off.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We presented a decoding method that applies to families of
QLDPC codes with specific characteristics and can improve
their error-floor performance under low-latency requirements.
Our proposed decoder is a product of the trapping set analysis
of dv-3 QLDPC codes and comprises multiple TBF decoders
that run in parallel and can collectively correct error patterns
appearing inside harmful configurations. Performance results
demonstrated that our approach significantly outperforms MS,
mainly in the error-floor region, and can do so in fewer iterations
(on average, two iterations for a crossover probability of 0.01),
thus addressing the stringent latency requirements of quantum
decoding. Future work will be focused on further exploiting the
structure of QLDPC codes, i.e., by assigning different decoding
rules to variable nodes regarding the trapping set they belong
to, which will, in turn, enable the decoding of higher-weight
error patterns. Also, we aim to extend the ideas of diversity to
stronger decoders and combine low-latency decoding and good
waterfall performance.
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