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Quantum Error Correction (QEC) is widely regarded as the most promising path 

towards quantum advantage, with significant advances in QEC codes, decoding 

algorithms, and physical implementations. The success of QEC relies on achieving 

quantum gate fidelities below the error threshold of the QEC code, while accurately 

decoding errors through classical processing of the QEC stabilizer measurements. In this 

paper, we uncover the critical system-level requirements from a controller-decoder 

system (CDS) necessary to successfully execute the next milestone in QEC: a non-Clifford 

circuit. Using a representative non-Clifford circuit, of Shor’s factorization algorithm for 

the number 21, we convert the logical-level circuit to a QEC surface code circuit and 

finally to the physical level circuit. By taking into account all realistic implementation 

aspects using typical superconducting qubit processor parameters, we reveal a broad 

range of core requirements from any CDS aimed at performing error corrected quantum 

computation. Our findings indicate that the controller-decoder closed-loop latency must 

remain within tens of microseconds, achievable through parallelizing decoding tasks and 

ensuring fast communication between decoders and the controller. Additionally, by 

extending existing simulation techniques, we simulate the complete fault-tolerant 

factorization circuit at the physical level, demonstrating that near-term hardware 

performance—such as a physical error rate of 0.1% and 1000 qubits—are sufficient for 

the successful execution of the circuit. These results are general to any non-Clifford QEC 

circuit of the same scale, providing a comprehensive overview of the classical components 

necessary for the experimental realization of non-Clifford circuits with QEC. 
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Quantum error correction (QEC) currently stands as one of the most viable candidates for 

reaching practical quantum computation, thanks to its ability to suppress errors in quantum 

logic by orders of magnitude, provided the physical error rates are below a certain 

threshold  [1,2]. As quantum hardware scales from a few qubits to hundreds, experimental 

demonstrations have begun to reach critical QEC milestones. These milestones range from 

extending the lifetimes of bosonic codes within a single optical cavity  [3–7] to multi-qubit 

stabilizer-code demonstrations [8,9]. The stabilizer codes have shown great success in 

suppressing logical idle errors when increasing number of qubits [10,11], and running fault-

tolerant shallow Clifford circuits [12–16].  

Two classical elements of the error-corrected quantum computer affect its performance in a 

critical manner: (i) The controller, which executes the quantum logic, is vital in minimizing the 

physical gate error 𝑃୮୦୷ୱ for a given quantum hardware. First, the controller’s analogue pulse-

generation capabilities, noise levels and stability significantly affects gate fidelity and qubit 

coherence times  [17,18]. Second, the controller's ability to run calibrations efficiently, quickly 

and frequently allows continuous optimization and stabilization of the fidelities to achieve 

higher average fidelities over time [19–21]. (ii) The quantum error decoder, which classically 

processes the physical measurements of the QEC sequence to detect quantum errors. After 

decoding, the QEC logical error rate follows the general scaling formula [22], 

𝑃୪୭୥ ∝ ൬
𝑃୮୦୷ୱ

𝑃୲୦
൰

ௗାଵ
ଶ

, (1) 

where 𝑑 is the QEC code distance and 𝑃୲୦ is the QEC code error threshold. 𝑃୲୦ is formally 

determined by the QEC code of choice, but only given accurate decoding of the quantum 

errors  [10,23] (currently reaching ~1%  for QEC surface code  [1,22]).  In recent years, a 

variety of approximate decoders have been explored, which while reducing 𝑃௧௛ compared to 

the ideal decoder, may allow running the decoding task more efficiently  [11,24–26]. Overall, 

reducing logical errors is possible by increasing the code distance (adding qubits) only if 

𝑃୮୦୷ୱ < 𝑃୲୦, taking into account the harder tasks for both the controller in reaching low average 

𝑃௣௛௬௦ over the quantum processor, and the decoder in keeping a high 𝑃௧௛ at scale. 

Still, meeting the above requirements does not ensure a system's ability to support quantum 

computation. Executing non-Clifford circuits with QEC, essential for achieving quantum 

advantage  [27],  necessitates incorporating decoding-dependent quantum gates (feed-forward 

gates) into the circuit for each non-Clifford gate  [22,28]. This introduces a new set of 
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requirements focused on the real-time performance of the controller, decoder, and their 

seamless integration. To date, the primary requirement for the decoder has been to maintain a 

decoding rate faster than the QEC data generation rate [29], which is the benchmark for state-

of-the-art decoders [11,25,30,31] and a driving factor for QEC-focused controller 

architectures [32] and decoder architectures [33,34]. In a recent design  [34], the authors 

showed how the memory requirements, the decoding latency, and the logical error rates may 

vary as the data to decode increases. Finally, preliminary holistic benchmarking approaches for 

combined controller-decoder systems (CDS) have been proposed  [35]. However, a 

comprehensive analysis that is based on an end-to-end breakdown of a concrete circuit has 

been lacking, making it difficult to specify requirements and identify critical bottlenecks for 

the next experimental QEC milestone. In particular, gaps remain in understanding precise 

latency requirements — the time between the last measurement of a decoding task and its 

corresponding feed-forward gate operation. In addition, it is unclear what are the effects of 

exceeding these latency limits, what are the required real-time control-flow operations, and 

what are the decoding task size, number, and inter-task connectivity needed to support near-

term non-Clifford circuits with QEC. 

In this paper, we present an end-to-end implementation of a 5-qubit factorization circuit for the 

number 21 using QEC surface codes (see Figure 1a). This approach provides a detailed 

breakdown of the tasks that the classical CDS must handle, establishing concrete requirements 

for executing near-term non-Clifford circuits. Specifically, when mapping a logical circuit to a 

surface-level circuit that includes 12 feed-forward operations and 13 decoding tasks, we show 

that the decoder should handle up to 5 decoding tasks in parallel and incorporate multi-task 

dependencies where the result and duration of one task affect subsequent tasks. Additionally, 

we compile the surface-level circuit to a physical level circuit to calculate the data-flow 

requirements, the size of each decoding task, and the overall feed-forward latency for each 

decoding task, noting variations across tasks. Taking superconducting qubits as the fastest 

quantum computing hardware, we find that the additional error due to delayed feed-forward is 

not dominant if it remains within tens of microseconds throughout the circuit. While our 

derivation focuses on a specific example, the analysis underscores the need for advanced 

capabilities in quantum control systems and decoding processes, along with tighter integration 

between the controller and decoder and additional control-flow commands (Figure 1b). This 

work provides a practical set of specifications for controller-decoder systems (CDS) in near-
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term fault-tolerant circuits and a foundational framework for advancing QEC towards scalable 

fault-tolerant quantum computation. 

To reach these conclusions, we convert the original factorization circuit from the logical level 

to the surface code level, and ultimately to the physical level, while incorporating practical 

implementation considerations for realistic execution. We implement the logical circuit with 

native surface-codes gates given the surface connectivity constraints. These gates include fault-

tolerant (FT) gates, mid-circuit feed-forward gates, and non-fault-tolerant (nFT) magic state 

initializations, as exemplified in Figure 1c. Each surface-level gate was then translated to its 

QEC physical-level circuit (example in Figure 1d) in a full physical level simulation. The end-

to-end simulation results, seen in Figure 1e, show that physical errors of 0.1% and surface 

distance of 𝑑 = 5 (1000 physical qubits) are sufficient for reaching meaningful logical results 

with total logical errors below 10%.  
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Figure 1: Overview of non-Clifford circuits with QEC, their compilation, and 
performance. (a) The quantum circuit used for the factorization of 21 (left). We analyze its 
implementation considerations with QEC surface codes (right), formed by data qubits (black 
circles) which encode the quantum information and ancillary qubits (blue and pink) that probe 
the stabilizers. (b) Schematic of the control infrastructure for QEC circuits, involving a high-
performance computer (HPC) which receives the expected task and the QEC code, compiles 
them into a surface-level circuit, and eventually into a gate sequence (gate parameters and 
expected sequence) which is sent to the quantum controller. In addition, the compiler derives 
the expected QEC decoding tasks and sets up the required nodes. In real time (dashed red), the 
quantum controller applies the analog sequence to the quantum processing unit and receives 
physical measurements. These measurements undergo decoding which will modify subsequent 
circuit gate sequences. The decoding can be processed locally in the controller or using HPC 
nodes via a fast channel. (c) The surface-level representation of a logical CNOT (pink) and T-
gate (green), implemented with 5 surfaces using FT Clifford gates and an nFT magic-state 
preparation (|𝑇⟩). Importantly, mid-circuit decoding-dependent feed-forward (orange) is 
required to implement the T-gate. For each such feed-forward operation a decoding task is 
needed (dashed) which include all measurements that may flip the logical result. (d) The 
physical-level representation of a ZZ surface-level parity check, which includes 𝑑 stabilizer 
rounds, where is round is a circuit of depth 8. (e) Simulation results for the complete physical-
level factorization circuit which implements the logical circuit with QEC surface codes 
quantum logic, given a specified physical error and code distance (further detailed in section 
III). 
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II. The Surface-level factorization circuit 

The first step for deriving the control procedure for the factorization circuit is to convert the 

original logical circuit into a compatible circuit for the QEC code. For the surface code, this 

involves several key transformations to ensure minimal logical errors. Fault-tolerant logical 

gates, which reduce logical errors arbitrarily given enough physical qubits, include single-

logical-qubit (i.e., single-surface) measurements and initializations in the X or Z basis, as well 

as multi-logical-qubit parity measurements in the Z/X basis (e.g., ZZ, XX, ZX for two 

surfaces)  [36–39]. These gates are sufficient for implementing CNOT fault-tolerantly making 

it compatible for surface codes. An |𝑆⟩ = |0⟩ + 𝑖|1⟩ state can be initialized fault-

tolerantly  [40], enabling the 𝑆 and 𝑋ଵ/ଶ gates. However, since the surface codes cannot 

complete a fault-tolerant universal gate set  [41], a non-fault-tolerant logical initialization of a 

“magic-state” [42], such as |𝑇⟩ = |0⟩ + 𝑒௜గ/ସ|1⟩ is needed for implementing the non-Clifford 

T gate and complete the universal gate set. Thus, to compile the original circuit to a circuit 

which is compatible to surface codes we modify each Toffoli (non-Clifford) gate of the original 

circuit into 7 T gates, initializations of magic states, CNOT gates, and 𝑆 or 𝑋ଵ/ଶ gates  [43] 

(see Figure 2a). Several methods can be used to further optimize the conversion from a general 

logical circuit to a surface-code compatible circuit, such as T-reduction tools  [44,45] or ZX-

calculus techniques  [46]. This initial step is crucial since the circuit's logical error is dominated 

by the number of non-fault-tolerant gates. 

Given a QEC-compatible circuit, the next challenge is to compile it into an exact surface-level 

circuit using the building blocks of the surface code (shown in Figure 2b). This conversion 

involves several intricate details. Firstly, maintaining fault-tolerance relies on measurement-

based quantum computation. For example, each CNOT includes 3 measurements, where each 

measurement has a 50-50 chance of being either 0 or 1. Consequently, Pauli frames (dashed 

gates in Figure 2b), which are determined by the measurement result, must be tracked. Then, 

feed-forward (mid-circuit conditional gates) must be applied to complete each non-Clifford 

gate. In the 𝑇 gate implementation that we use, the feed-forward is a logical S gate which is 

required to be applied before the next non-commuting logical gate. That is, the implementation 

shown in Figure 2b (right), allows delaying the feed-forward to after any commuting gate in 

the surface-level circuit and by that relief the requirements on the feed-forward latency (the 

time between the feed-forward pulse and the last measurement in depends on).   
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The second aspect in converting the surface-code compatible circuit to a surface-level circuit 

is the surface allocation. The constraints in the surface-level circuit depend on the location of 

each logical surface and the availability of ancillary surfaces. Typically, an 𝑁 × 𝑁 surface array 

should be sufficient for executing an 𝑁-qubit algorithm, where the computational qubits lie in 

a diagonal and there is a path with ancillary surfaces between each pair of qubits. The optimal 

allocation however is assumed to be np-hard  [47] and mapping schemes are currently under 

development  [48–50], showing linear scaling  [50].  
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Figure 2: The steps to the surface-level factorization circuit. (a) The surface-code 
compatible circuit compiled from the original circuit in Fig. 1(a) to include native surface-code 
building-block logical operations, shown in (b). (b) The logical building-blocks for surface-
code computation. These logical gates are constructed by fault-tolerant (FT) gates: 
initialization/measurements along the logical Pauli axes and multi-surface parity measurements 

in the Z/X basis. The universal gate set is made complete using the 𝑇 = 𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑔(1, 𝑒
೔ഏ

ర ) gate 
which includes a non-FT (nFT) magic-state preparation and a decoding-dependent feed-
forward operation (highlighted in orange). In the T-gate implementation that we use, the feed-
forward is an parity ZZ measurement with a prepared |𝑆⟩ state which can be delayed until the 
next non-commuting gate in the circuit. (c) The surface-level circuit which implements the 
circuit from (b) using 18 surfaces. This implementation was done manually and can be further 
optimized to minimize either the number of surfaces, the circuit depth, or ease the feed-forward 
latency requirements. Notably, in most cases, the feed-forward operations do not need to be 
executed immediately after their corresponding logical measurement either because they can 
be delayed by commuting them with following gates (dashed, timesteps 20-31, surface (2,2)) 
or due to idle times needed until availability of an ancillary qubit (dashed, timesteps 12-15, 
surface (1,1)). Insets: a top view of surface-level timestamp 7 (top) and 18 (bottom), including 
the logical gate of each surface, surface coordinate, and indication of the corresponding logical 
qubit. 
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The complete surface-level factorization circuit with native surface-code logical gates is 

depicted in Figure 2c, using 18 surfaces and 40 surface-level timestamps. A timestamp 

comprises 𝑑 stabilizer rounds (as illustrated in Figure 1d) with the quantum logic operations 

occurring before (initializations), after (single-surface measurement), or during (parity 

measurements) these 𝑑 rounds. The five computational qubits are initialized during the circuit 

and remain active, either by idling or teleportation, until their logical measurement (their 

initializations and measurements are noted in Figure 2c). For executing the correct quantum 

logic under the topology constraints, we added 13 ancillary surfaces which enable the necessary 

T gates and logical CNOT gates. Figure 2c inset presents the locations of the logical surfaces 

in timestamps 7 and 18. Further optimizations can be made on this circuit, such as minimizing 

circuit depth or ease the feed-forward latency demands (horizontal length of orange lines in 

Figure 2c). Importantly, the feed-forward latency demands are relieved (1) by propagating the 

feed-forward operation through the circuit until the next non-commuting gate dashed, timesteps 

20-31, surface (2,2)) or (2) due to the idling time when logical surfaces are waiting for an 

available ancillary qubit (dashed, timesteps 12-15, surface (1,1)). In addition, reducing the 

number of surfaces is clearly possible but at the expense of extended circuit depth since the 

surfaces in coordinates (3,4) and (0,1) are used for only 3 timestamps. Table 1 presents various 

parameters of the surface-level circuit from which we derive the control requirements. 

Parameter Size 
Total surfaces used 18 
Average number of active surfaces 7.5 
Toal measurements 105 
Feed-forward gates 13 
Average Fault-tolerant gates (including idling) 296 
Average Non-fault-tolerant blocks 13.5 
Decoding tasks 13 
Average feed-forward latency [d rounds] 2.1 

Table 1: Summary of the surface-level circuit parameters according to the 
implementation in Figure 2c. 

 

With the surface-level circuit established, we can estimate the fidelity requirements for the 

physical qubits. The error budget is estimated by categorizing the gates into nFT gates which 

are the magic-state initializations (green in Figure 2c), and FT gates, which include idling, 

initializations, measurements in the Pauli basis, and parity measurements in the Z/X basis. All 

FT gates exhibit error reduction when increasing the distance, and the error rates for all single-

surface-level timestamp are similar (𝑑 stabilizer rounds for a single surface, e.g., a 𝑑ଷ block), 

though the two-qubit parity gate and the |𝑆⟩ initializations (or measurement in the 𝑌 basis for 
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other S gate implementations  [40]) contribute to the total error as 2 FT gates. Thus, by counting 

the total number of FT gates and the number of nFT initializations, it is straightforward to 

estimate the expected error of the whole circuit. To obtain the errors of the basic QEC 

operations, we simulate the logical errors of two simple circuits: idling a single surface in Z/X 

basis of distance 𝑑 for 𝑑 stabilizer rounds, shown in Figure 3a, and a nFT magic state 

initialization (we used the hook-injection technique [51]), shown in Figure 3b. In these small-

scale simulations, and in large-scale simulations (in section III), the physical error model 

includes a rate of 𝑝୮୦୷ୱ for depolarizing any 2-qubit gate and flipping a physical measurement, 

while the single qubit gate error was 𝑝୮୦୷ୱ/10. In addition, we included post-selection (PS) 

that we applied within the nFT initialization procedure, keeping cases with only ‘0’ stabilizer 

measurements during the surface expansion [51] which reduces by a factor of 3 the 

initialization error. 

Figure 3: Error estimation for the factorization 

circuit. (a) Single FT error, e.g., the logical error 

in idling 𝑑 stabilizer rounds. (b) nFT preparations 

error. Increasing the code’s distance does not 

reduce the logical error. (c) The estimated error of 

the factorization circuit calculated (binomially) as 

the probability for an odd number of flips in 14 

nFT gates and 296 FT gates. Inset: The estimated 

error of the factorization circuit as a function of 

distance, showing saturation to ~5%. From this 

estimation, successfully running (>90% fidelity) 

this circuit would require a physical error of 0.1% 

and 𝑑 ≥ 5.  

Figure 3c presents the total estimated error of the factorization circuit, calculated from the error 

outcome from the two small-scale simulations. We find that a physical error rate of 0.1% and 

𝑑 ≥ 5 is expected to be required to reach an acceptable fidelity of above 90% (see SM section 

S2) while a physical error rate of 0.3% is expected to be too high. This estimation shows that 

the nFT initializations dominate the error budget for 𝑑 ≥ 5 when 𝑃୮୦୷ୱ = 0.1% which creates 

a fidelity saturation when increasing the distance (see Figure 3c inset). Thus, we find that in 

these circuits the nFT initialization fidelity practically determines the number of non-Clifford 
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gates for any QEC circuit, emphasizing that the control requirements on fidelity relates to the 

number of non-Clifford gates in the logical circuit. The dominance of the nFT magic state 

initialization error compared to other logical gates underscores the unique error sources in QEC 

circuits. In non-QEC circuits, Clifford and non-Clifford single-qubit gates are on equal footing, 

whereas entangling gates and measurements are significantly more error-prone. This 

understanding drives the development of low-error magic-state initialization techniques, as was 

recently suggested by Gidney [52].  

 

III. Physical-level simulations 

To verify the required fidelities and derive the physical-level control aspects of the factorization 

circuit, we simulated an end-to-end physical circuit that implements the surface QEC codes for 

the logical circuit depicted in Figure 4a, involving thousands of qubits. This simulation was 

conducted using the stim Python package [53], which facilitates the simulation of noisy 

quantum circuits at large scale, maps the circuits to a decoding task, and performs full decoding 

to verify that the physical pulse-sequence is indeed fault-tolerant (or exhibits minimal error for 

the nFT initializations). We extended the basic package infrastructure to enable the coding of 

the surface-level circuit in a logical & surface-level intermediate representation, so that the 

complete physical-level sequences are automatically compiled (see SM section S1). However, 

the simulation does not include two features of the factorization circuit: decoding-dependent 

mid-circuit gate modification and non-Clifford gates as the stim package only supports 

stabilizer states. To approximate the factorization circuit under these constraints, we removed 

feed-forward gates from the circuit in Figure 2a and substituted the non-Clifford T gates and 

|𝑇⟩ initializations with S gates and |𝑆⟩ initializations, respectively, which we implemented non-

fault tolerantly. This involved replacing a single physical-level 𝑋ଵ/ସ gate with √𝑋 for each nFT 

initialization of the |𝑆⟩ states that replaced the |𝑇⟩ magic states. The simulation enabled a 

verification of the physical gate sequence that keeps fault-tolerance with tens of surfaces and 

thousands of physical qubits. We verified correctness of the logic through 3 out of 5 logical 

stabilizers (𝑋௤଴𝑋௤ସ , 𝑋௤ଵ𝑋௤ଶ, 𝑋௤ଷ) which we defined as the simulation observables to the circuit 

from Figure 4a. 



12 
 

 

Figure 4: Simulation of the factorization circuit. (a) The simulated logical circuit, which 
mirrors the circuit in Figure 1b, with T gates converted to S gates (implemented non-fault-
tolerantly). Modified operations are marked red. The simulated physical-level implementation 
of this logical circuit did not include feed-forward operations. (b) The logical error of the 
simulated factorization circuit vs physical error with and without post-selection (PS). Due to 
nFT initializations, the gain in 𝑑 = 7 is negligible compared to the 𝑑 = 5 circuit for physical 
errors of 0.1% and reaching meaningful results for the factorization circuit (90% logical 
fidelity) is beyond reach with physical errors of 0.3%. The error bars correspond to a 99.9% 
confidence in a binomial fit. (c) The logical error vs the code distance, showing the logical 
error saturation when increasing the distance due to the dominance of the nFT initializations.  

 

Our simulations implemented all single and two-qubit logical gates within the Z/X basis fault-

tolerantly at the physical level and included |𝑆⟩ (or ห√𝑋ൿ = |+⟩ + 𝑖|−⟩) initializations using 

state hook injection  [51] with the distance and physical error probability as free parameters. 

The simulation also mapped physical measurements to a decoding graph to enable the complete 

decoding and eventually extract the QEC logical error of the whole circuit. Detailed 

implementation is provided in Supplementary Materials section S1 and Figure S1. Briefly, each 

surface is defined by its coordinate in a two-dimensional grid, its distance, and its orientation 

(which edges correspond to the logical Z and X), while the surface operations are translated to 

the physical implementation for each physical-level timestamp within a surface-level 

operation. Examples include initializing ancillary qubits in the first stabilizer round timestamp, 

data qubit initializations or measurements when initializing or measuring any single surface, 
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or lattice surgery initialization or termination. These physical gates are then invoked when 

defining a specific surface-level gate (such as the gate sequence from Figure 2c). Importantly, 

we retain parts of the original logical-level circuit information, such as the location of the 

logical qubits and the logical timestamp within the logical circuit, which is crucial for tracking 

logical Pauli frames from each logical measurement. The full physical-level gate sequences for 

distance 3 is shown in SM video 1.  

Figures 4b and 4c illustrate the logical errors of the simulated circuit given the surface distance, 

physical errors of 0.1% and 0.3%, and with or without post-selection (PS) during the nFT 

initializations. The PS was on the nFT state initializations with ‘0’ values for all syndromes 

during the state injections process when expanding the surface from 𝑑 = 2 to the required 

surface distance. The results align with the anticipated error summation technique from Figure 

3, indicating that the circuit fidelity will not exceed 90% for a physical error of 0.3%, even 

with PS and 𝑑 = 7. We also observe the expected saturation of logical error at ~5% for 𝑑 ≥ 5 

with PS. Consequently, 1000 physical qubits are sufficient to run non-Clifford circuits with 

QEC with approximately 15 non-Clifford gates while increasing beyond 1000 qubits does not 

significantly improve logical fidelity when the physical error rate is 0.1%. An advantage in 

increasing the distance can be reached only by reducing the nFT initialization error. Thus, QEC 

circuits that go beyond a thousand qubits should focus on magic-state distillation  [38,54,55], 

and in any case center efforts on reducing nFT initialization errors. 

Table 2 presents resource estimates which we extract from the physical level analysis of the 

factorization circuit above and are relevant for the future designs of QEC circuits and QEC 

control systems. In the first column, we address the required size of the quantum chip, which 

is a few hundreds to few thousands of physical qubits. Another critical resource metric is the 

number of simultaneous control channels required to perform the physical gates. While single 

qubit gates need to be performed on all active qubits in parallel, meaning that the number of 

single qubit control channels is expected to equal to the total number of qubits, analysis of our 

implementation shown in column 2 reveals that not all qubits are controlled in parallel (55%-

65%), allowing us to benefit from multiplexed control. The same is true for two-qubit gates 

and readout, as shown in columns 3 and 4 respectively. We next discuss classical processing 

resource requirements. The control system must convert thousands of analog physical 

measurements to digital data in each run and subsequently decode the data. The average data 

creation rate is a critical factor which determines the data transfer between the controller and 

the decoder in a CDS, defining the channel bandwidth measured in bits per second. When 
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considering a stabilizer round with duration of 1 microsecond (as in superconducting 

qubits [10]), bandwidths of 
ଵ ெୠ୧

ୱୣୡ
× 𝑞𝑢𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑠  will be sufficient to transfer all measurement data. 

Finally, we note that the run of the whole circuit will take less than a millisecond for 

superconducting qubits, since the total number of stabilizer rounds scales only as 𝑑.  

Table 2: Physical-level implementation aspect, as extracted from simulations. 

 

IV. Decoding resource requirements for non-Clifford circuits 

Fulfilling the potential of QEC and achieving the logical error reduction to the QEC quantum 

computation as described in Eq. 1 relies on the CDS’s ability to apply mid-circuit, decoding-

dependent gates with low latency. Here we define latency as the time interval between the last 

measurement of a decoding task and the mid-circuit quantum operation that depends on it. The 

decoder, a classical processor, detects local quantum errors based on the physical QEC 

measurement results, as well as an error model associated with control operations. The field of 

decoding algorithms is rapidly advancing, with solutions exhibiting tradeoffs between 

accuracy, decoding time, and classical resources [24,26,31,56–60]. While the Clifford QEC 

circuits demonstrated experimentally so far allow for post-processing decoding, non-Clifford 

gates require real-time decoding-dependent feed-forward. Recent works had shown that control 

system latency determines the success in implementing large-scale non-Clifford 

circuits [34,35], motivating the focus on analyzing a CDS as the controller and decoder must 

be tightly connected. Ref.  [35] also introduced the first holistic benchmarks for evaluating 

CDS based on low-latency feed-forward operations. In this chapter, we analyze for the first 

time the expected decoding task size and requirements, based on an expected near-term use-

case. 

Figure 5a presents the 13 different decoding tasks of the factorization circuit, where each 

highlighted color represents a separate, self-contained decoding task. Each decoding task ends 

 
#physical 

qubits 

max 

active 

qubits 

max 

parallel 

2-Q gate 

max parallel 

measurements 

#physical 

measurement

s 

Avg data 

creation rate [bit 

per QEC round] 

Total 

stabilizer 

rounds 

scale 𝐝𝟐 𝐝𝟐 𝐝𝟐 𝐝𝟐 𝐝𝟑 𝐝𝟐 𝐝 

𝐝 = 𝟑 419 232 88 112 8061 69 117 

𝐝 = 𝟓 1015 632 268 312 36687 188 195 

𝐝 = 𝟕 1867 1224 544 608 96006 363 273 

𝐝 = 𝟗 2975 2008 916 1000 203874 595 351 
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with a logical measurement that determines, unless the circuit ends, a decoding-dependent mid-

circuit conditional gate according to the decoding result. This result is sent to the controller to 

apply the gate, but it is also sent to subsequent decoding tasks, as the result also influences the 

dimensions of subsequent decoding tasks, i.e., the number of physical measurements to be 

analyzed and the connectivity between them. All decoding tasks may potentially start in the 

beginning of the circuit and include all measurements until the last measurement which will 

affect the corresponding feed-forward. However, we suggest avoiding decoding redundancy 

by communicating boundary conditions and logical Pauli frame flips between decoding tasks 

so that there is a minimal overlap between decoding tasks. The frame updates should be 

transferred before the feed-forward gate of the receiving task. Figure 4b shows these 

dependencies and the active time of each task. It is evident that non-Clifford circuits require 

the decoding unit to execute multiple decoding tasks in parallel (up to four in this case) and 

facilitate communication between the tasks to update Pauli frames and task shapes. We note 

that in our 𝑇 gate implementation, the shape-dependencies must be communicated between 

decoders, though this information can be converted to frame-dependencies in other 

implementations [38]. These requirements highlight the need for a new perspective: from a 

single decoder handling the entire QEC experiment to a decoding unit which processes 

different tasks in parallel with dependencies between them. 
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Figure 5: Decoding aspects of shallow non-Clifford circuits. (a) The surface-level circuit 
from Figure 1d, including the different 13 decoding tasks with color-coding. (b) The active 
time of each decoding task and the shape or frame dependencies between the decoding tasks 
(arrows). We find that the decoder should be able to solve ~5 decoding tasks in parallel, and 
decoding tasks are strictly interdependent by shape (full arrows). The decoding unit is also 
required to transfer Pauli frames of surfaces between one another (dashed arrows). (c) The size 
of each decoding task (left), and the average syndromes per task (right) given specific distance 
and physical error rate, marked here as separate axes for each error rate and distance. The 
horizontal lines for each axis correspond to the bars on the left and serve as a guide to the eye. 
The low average syndrome rate per task, for some tasks, motivates the importance of a local 
pre-decoding stage within the controller [61]. (d) The additional error to the whole circuit due 
to a delay in the decoding latency, showing how a large distance and low error rate can relax 
the requirements of the decoding latency. For example, every 20 rounds of delay when 
𝑝௣௛௬௦=0.1% and 𝑑 = 5 will add only 0.1% for the overall circuit error. 
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To further estimate the requirements on the decoding unit, we provide an estimation of the 

average number of detected syndromes (either a physical error or a measurement error) within 

each decoding task. We estimate the expected number of measured syndromes, which indicates 

the classical processing load, for each decoding task. The estimation is based on the space-time 

volume of the task, defined as the number of FT blocks (𝑑 stabilizer rounds for a distance-𝑑 

surface). Figure 4c presents the space-time volume of each decoding task in the factorization 

circuit, and the corresponding average number of syndromes for different distances and 

physical error rates (right scales). We find that for a low distance (𝑑 = 3) and low error rates 

(0.1%), most of the tasks have fewer than five syndromes on average. These low number of 

syndromes motivates the development of an embedded decoder within the controller, for 

example with an FPGA decoding scheme [25], as suggested in various micro-architecture 

schemes [33]. Additionally, a pre-decoder stage, as recently proposed [61,62], could 

potentially resolve a significant proportion of the syndromes, leaving only the remaining 

syndromes to be handled by fast and dedicated decoding hardware (such as in  [30,33,63]).  

The additional logical error due to a delay in the decoding-dependent feed-forward latency for 

different distances and physical error rates is presented in Figure 5d. This error is calculated 

using the equation 𝑃ௗ௘௟௔௬ = 𝑁 ⋅ 𝑃୊୘
்ౚ౛ౢ౗౯

ௗ⋅ ்౨౥౫౤ౚ
, where 𝑇ௗ௘௟௔௬ is the delay in the feed-forward 

latency, 𝑇୰୭୳୬ୢ is the time of a single stabilizer round, and 𝑃୊୘ is a single FT error per 𝑑 rounds 

for a single surface. 𝑁 refers to the number of logical qubits in the original logical circuit (five 

in this case) which must remain idle until the feed-forward is applied. The calculation of  𝑃ௗ௘௟௔௬ 

in our system shows that if the sum of 𝑇ௗ௘௟௔௬ for all decoding tasks of the circuit is below tens 

of 𝜇𝑠, the additional error remains insignificant compared to the nFT gate error. Importantly, 

magic-state distillation schemes have a similar number of nFT gates (e.g., 15-to-1 scheme) as 

our circuit. Consequently, our result also defines the latency requirements for the magic-state 

distillation circuit to enable qubit-efficient distillation schemes [38].  

 

V. Summary and Discussion 

Throughout this manuscript, we have analyzed various aspects of the control system for 

successfully executing a non-Clifford circuit with QEC. Figure 6 summarizes our findings, 

categorizing the requirements into those of the controller, the decoder, and their 

communication channel. Regarding the controller, we emphasize the need for low coherent 
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control errors. Specifically, the physical error rate should be kept below 0.1% for 1000 qubits 

and approximately 0.3% for few thousands of qubits if logical error demands can be relieved. 

Additionally, it is necessary for the CDS to support conditional gate execution for the real-time 

feed-forward operations. To ensure low-latency feed-forward, it is necessary to have an ultra-

low QPU-controller latency and a pre-decoding classical processing stage to alleviate the 

requirements on the decoder-controller communication channel and the decoder throughput 

requirements, thereby achieving higher overall fidelity. 

Figure 6: The controller-decoder system 
requirements for running non-Clifford circuits 
in QEC. The controller must be able to execute the 
optimized sequence, with low latency with the 
QPU, as well as local classical operations such 
classical branching and pre-decoding. The 
communication channel should run on a fast link 
with high enough bandwidth to send all syndromes 
to the decoder. The decoder should be able to run 
several decoding tasks in parallel while knowing 
the dependencies between the decoders.  

 

 

Supporting low-latency decoding-dependent feed-forward operations is the primary rationale 

behind the requirements for the communication channel and the decoding unit. Assuming a 

worst-case scenario with quantum hardware requiring a microsecond for a stabilizer round, as 

in superconducting transmon qubits, the total two-way communication and decoding latency 

must remain within tens of microseconds. This time budget should be allocated primarily to 

the decoder to maximize decoding time, leaving the communication channel with a latency 

timescale of a few microseconds. The communication channel should support a bandwidth of 

around Mbit/sec for each active qubit if all syndromes are transmitted (1 bit per physical qubit 

per stabilizer round). However, this requirement can be reduced with a pre-processing stage to 

transmit only the detected syndromes. Finally, maintaining low latency necessitates that the 

decoding unit can execute multiple decoding tasks in parallel, facilitate communication 

between tasks, and dynamically modify the shape of the decoding tasks in real-time. 

 

Although these requirements were derived from a specific circuit, they can be considered as 

guidelines to every non-Clifford circuit with a few thousand physical qubits and ~15 nFT gates 



19 
 

such as the well-known 15-to-1 magic state distillation procedures. In all such circuits, the 

overall fidelity is determined by the fidelities of the nFT and FT gates and their total count 

throughout the circuit. We anticipate that the nFT fidelity will limit the number of non-Clifford 

gates to few tens, as Clifford circuits can be minimized using ZX calculus. This number of non-

Clifford gates dictates the number of required decoding tasks. We do not expect significant 

deviations in the size of decoding tasks because any non-Clifford circuit will follow a similar 

pattern of entangling surfaces and applying non-Clifford gates between the entanglement 

operations. The number of surfaces will be constrained by the total number of qubits which can 

hold sufficiently low physical error rates. This constraint will also set a limit on the overall 

controller-decoder communication requirements. Notably, these requirements are independent 

of the decoding algorithm or the specific variant of the surface code used (for example, the 

ZXXZ code). 

This paper highlights several bottlenecks in the experimental execution of non-Clifford 

circuits, emphasizing the need for advancements in QEC research. Addressing the circuit 

fidelity bottleneck can involve improving techniques for reducing errors in nFT magic-state 

initializations [52,64], or developing small-scale distillation methods [52]. Additionally, 

scalable qubit characterization techniques [65], [66] or error learning [62] are essential for 

minimizing the physical error rate, which may be facilitated by the fact that only specific 

physical gates are required. From an algorithmic perspective, developing a compiler that 

transforms a logical circuit to a surface-level circuit, considering qubit topology constraints, 

would be highly beneficial. Moreover, it is crucial to find ways to decode lattice surgery during 

circuit execution, enable decoding-dependent mid-circuit operations (a limitation of the 

simulation within this paper), and enable communication between decoders. On the hardware 

front, further development of efficient controller-decoder connectivity is necessary to support 

the latency and decoder connectivity requirements presented in this paper.  

 

Our conceptual results can be extrapolated to larger quantum algorithms. For example, all 

requirements in Figure 6 will stand for a factorization of a larger number. However, the number 

of required non-Clifford gates will force the need for magic-state distillation schemes, in 

addition to routing the magic states to the computational surface (which was found to be 

dominant in resource estimation [67]). Therefore, the scaling of the physical resources per 

logical qubit in the original quantum circuit will significantly grow when adding a magic-state 

distillation procedure as part of the algorithm. To enable further scaling, it is important to 
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develop computational techniques for quantum LDPC codes [68], which rely on at least two 

planar quantum hardware layers [69]. Recent proposals suggest that such a 3D architecture 

architecture could enable computation with a cat-LDPC code [70], potentially overcoming the 

high surface connectivity overhead we identified (18 surfaces for a 5-qubit algorithm). In all 

these cases, the control requirements are expected to follow similar guidelines, as the 

computation is measurement-based and necessitates real-time decoding.   

In conclusion, this paper presents a comprehensive outline of the requirements and 

considerations necessary for running fault-tolerant quantum algorithms, specifically focusing 

on non-Clifford circuits. By detailing the control system requirements, decoding dependencies, 

and fidelity constraints, we have laid the groundwork for the successful implementation of 

these advanced quantum algorithms. This work is a crucial step toward the realization of fault-

tolerant quantum computation and sets the stage for experimental demonstrations of non-

Clifford circuits in the near term. As quantum hardware progresses to support a few hundred 

to thousands of qubits, the insights provided here will guide the development of the CDS which 

plays a critical role in the scaling of quantum supercomputers [71], ultimately enabling the 

execution of complex quantum algorithms with high fidelity. Implementing the suggested 

guidelines in real hardware will mark a significant milestone in the journey towards scalable, 

error-corrected quantum computation. 
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