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Error correction allows a quantum computer to preserve a state long beyond the decoherence time
of its physical qubits by encoding logical qubits in a larger number of physical qubits. The leading
proposal for a scheme of quantum error correction is based on the surface code, but several recently
proposed quantum low-density parity check (QLDPC) codes allow more logical information to be
encoded in significantly fewer physical qubits. Key to any scheme of quantum error correction is the
decoder, an algorithm that estimates the error state of the qubits from the results of syndrome mea-
surements performed on them. The surface code has a variety of fast and accurate decoders, but the
state-of-the-art decoder for general qLDPC codes, BP-OSD, has a high computational complexity.
Here we introduce Ambiguity Clustering (AC), an algorithm which seeks to divide the measurement
data into clusters which are decoded independently. We benchmark AC on the recently proposed
bivariate bicycle codes and find that, at physically realistic error rates, AC is between one and three
orders of magnitude faster than BP-OSD with no reduction in logical fidelity. Our CPU implemen-
tation of AC is already fast enough to decode the 144-qubit Gross code in real time for neutral atom

and trapped ion systems.

Quantum computing has the potential to enable break-
through calculations in high impact fields including
pharmaceutical [1] and material [2] simulation and
cryptography [3]. Practical advantage in these areas,
however, will only come with fault-tolerant quantum
computing, where the constituent qubits of the com-
puter are encoded with sufficient redundancy to en-
dure the rapid and inevitable errors to which they are
subject. Such a fault-tolerant system requires an en-
coding scheme—a quantum code—for the qubits, in
which the state of some number of logical qubits is
encoded in a larger number of physical qubits. The
scheme also prescribes sets of measurements to be per-
formed on the physical qubits, from which one can
estimate whether an error has occurred and, if it has,
determine an appropriate correction. This calculation
is referred to as decoding. Here we describe Ambiguity
Clustering, a new decoding algorithm applicable to
arbitrary quantum low-density parity check (qLDPC)
codes.

A quantum code is qLDPC if each prescribed mea-
surement involves only a small number of physical
qubits, and each physical qubit is involved in only a
small number of measurements. These are natural
conditions for any practical scheme of fault-tolerant
computation. The most widely studied quantum code
is Kitaev’s surface code [4]. In addition to being
qLDPC, the pattern of measurement allows surface
codes to be implemented on a flat surface using a
square grid of qubits and nearest-neighbour interac-
tions. This is a useful property for systems such as su-
perconducting circuits where qubits are implemented
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as immovable circuit elements. The surface code also
has excellent decoders. It was remarked in Kitaev’s
original paper that decoding can be reduced to the
problem of finding minimum-weight perfect match-
ings in a graph. This can be solved exactly in poly-
nomial time by Edmonds’ Blossom algorithm [5], and
more recently approximated in almost-linear time by
the Union-Find decoder [6].

The surface code has a high overhead: a great
number of physical qubits are required to encode a
single logical qubit. Recently much work has focused
on the development of more general gLDPC codes [7—
10]. These have the potential to encode many more
logical qubits in a given set of physical qubits, whilst
maintaining a similar level of protection. In return,
we must [11] perform more complicated sets of mea-
surements (not limited to local groups of physical
qubits laid out on a flat surface) and we lose access
to the efficient matching-based decoders.

The state of the art decoder for qLDPC codes is
Belief Propagation followed by Ordered Statistics De-
coding (BP-OSD) [12]. Belief Propagation (BP) is
a classical inference algorithm which effectively de-
codes classical LDPC codes such as those used in
the 5G network [13]. OSD is a post-processing step
which handles the fact that quantum codes generally
have multiple good explanations for any given set
of measurement results (quantum degeneracy). BP-
OSD suffers from a high computational complexity,
as it involves both an expensive linear algebra step,
cubic in the size of the system, and a search step
which is in the worst case exponential in the size of
the system.

In this paper we propose a new decoding algo-



rithm, Ambiguity Clustering (AC), for decoding gen-
eral qLDPC codes. AC works by forming clusters in
a graph describing the code, guided by the output
of BP. These clusters can be solved independently,
so that the cost of the search step scales only with
the size of the clusters, not with the overall size of
the decoding problem. We compare BP-OSD and AC
on Bravyi et al.’s recently proposed bivariate bicycle
codes [14]. On these codes, simulated subject to a full
circuit-level noise model, AC matches the accuracy
of BP-OSD with one to three orders of magnitude
of speedup, using Roffe’s standard implementation of
BP-OSD [15,16] as a benchmark.

Figure 1 shows that AC can be configured to match
the logical accuracy data from [14] for the bivariate
bicycle codes. (See Section 5 for details of the con-
figuration of the decoders in each case.) We also plot
the decoding times for these codes for a physical er-
ror rate of 0.3% (for which BP-OSD accuracy data is
available for most of the codes), with matched logical
fidelities. We see a speedup of between 30x and 150x
for the various codes. In particular, when decoding
the 144-qubit Gross code at this physical error rate,
we see a speedup of around 150%, or an absolute de-
coding time of 280 ps per round on a single CPU, with
no loss of logical fidelity. This is likely already fast
enough for real-time decoding on neutral atom [17]
and trapped ion systems [18].

Figure 2 gives an overview of the decoding prob-
lem and the main innovation of AC. Information about
the errors inside a quantum computer is available only
indirectly, in the form of a syndrome which indicates
which of some set of parity checks are violated. Each
syndrome can be explained by multiple different un-
derlying errors. The decoding problem is to map ob-
served syndromes to the most likely underlying errors.

A decoding problem can be specified by either a
Tanner graph or a parity check matriz. A Tanner
graph has two types of nodes, check nodes and er-
ror nodes, with an edge between a check node and
an error node whenever the corresponding check is
sensitive to the corresponding error (Figure 2a). The
parity check matrix H is the adjacency matrix of the
Tanner graph: H;; is 1 if the ith check is sensitive to
the jth error, and 0 otherwise. Given a syndrome o,
we seek the most likely underlying errors e such that

He=0 (mod 2). (1)
The state of the art for this problem is BP-OSD.

BP is a message-passing algorithm which uses the
observed syndrome to compute an estimate of how
likely each individual error is to have occurred. We
can turn this into a guess for the global error pattern
e by setting e; = 1 precisely when BP considers that
the jth error is more likely to have occurred than not.
This is, however, a poor decoder for quantum codes,
typically not even producing solutions to (1).

In contrast, when the parity check matrix is in
reduced form (Figures 2b, 2c) it is easy to read off
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Figure 1: Top. Logical error rates for quantum mem-
ory using the bivariate bicycle codes, labelled by code pa-
rameters [[n, k, d]] (the number of physical qubits, logical
qubits, and the distance of the code). Syndromes were ex-
tracted for d rounds; logical error and timing data are per
round of syndrome extraction. Dashed lines are the BP-
OSD-CS(7) (see Section 3) data from [14]. For each data
point, the AC parameter K (Section 4.2) has been set to
match or exceed the accuracy of BP-OSD. The shaded re-
gion indicates one (binomial) standard deviation of error.
Only experiments for which we observed at least 5 failures
are shown. The [[108,8,10]] code is omitted for clarity as
it has similar performance to the [[90,8,10]] code.

Bottom. Decoding time per round of syndrome extrac-
tion at p = 0.3%. Bravyi et al. only obtained BP-OSD
data down to p = 0.035 for the [[288,12,18]] code so for
that code we set K to match accuracy based on an ex-
trapolation.
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Figure 2: a. A Tanner graph for the 5-bit repetition code, with 5 error nodes (circles) and 4 check nodes (squares).
Checks are each connected to an adjacent pair of error nodes, representing the condition that adjacent bits of the
codewords 00000 and 11111 agree. An unknown error pattern (marked circles) has an observable syndrome (marked
squares) consisting of the checks adjacent to an odd number of errors. Below is the associated parity check matrix
H. The syndrome o is the mod 2 sum of the columns corresponding to the unknown error. Any solution e to the
equation He = o is an explanation of the observed syndrome.

b, c. A different choice of Tanner graph and the corresponding parity check matrix. The checks here represent
the conditions that each bit of a codeword should agree with the final bit—an alternative way to ensure that all of
the bits agree. This structure makes it particularly easy to read off the sets of columns summing to the observed
syndrome: columns 2 and 3 (b), or column 5 together with columns 1 and 4 (¢), corresponding to e = (0,1, 1,0,0)
and e = (1,0,0,1,1).

d. An arbitrary parity check matrix can be converted to the same special form by Gaussian elimination. Typically
the parity check matrix is much wider than it is tall, so there are far more combinations of columns to search through
to find the best solutions. BP-OSD streamlines this search by reordering the columns according to the output of
BP, placing columns considered more likely to represent an error further to the left, before performing Gaussian
elimination. High accuracy can then be obtained by searching over only small sets of columns from the right-hand
side of the matrix.

e. Suppose that the parity check matrix has a partial block structure, covering the rows where the syndrome is
non-zero, and that we’re confident that the rightmost block of columns corresponds to errors which did not occur.
Then we can search over the possible explanations of each section of the syndrome separately. The part of the overall
solution space explored by this search can be exponentially larger, in the number of blocks, than a search which does
the same amount of work without regard to the block structure.

f- The blocks correspond to isolated clusters in an updated Tanner graph. The key idea of AC is that, by careful
manipulation of the parity check matrix, this block structure can usually be obtained.



solutions to (1), but the number of solutions is typi-
cally exponentially large in the problem size. Ordered
Statistics Decoding (OSD) uses the output of BP to
direct the search to the most promising parts of the
solution space.

We first sort the columns of the parity check ma-
trix according to the output of BP, so that columns
corresponding to the most likely errors are on the left
of the matrix. Then we perform Gaussian elimination
(see Section 3.1), proceeding left to right. This con-
verts the matrix to reduced form (Figure 2d). If the
output of BP is reliable, then the best solutions to (1)
will largely comprise columns in the resulting identity
block, so that accurate results can be obtained by
considering only relatively few combinations of the
remaining columns.

Our new decoder, AC, works by producing a block
structure in the parity check matrix H (Figure 2e), or
equivalently, a cluster structure in the Tanner graph
(Figure 2f). This structure is obtained by modify-
ing the Gaussian elimination algorithm to choose its
next step dynamically based on the syndrome as well
as the output of BP, together with a new stopping
condition that prevents it from running to comple-
tion. The advantage of this block/cluster structure
is twofold. First, it is much cheaper to obtain than
the fully reduced form in Figure 2d. Second, we can
use it to search over local solutions to each cluster
independently.

The remainder of the paper is set out as follows.
Section 1 introduces the decoding problem. Sections 2
and 3 set the stage for a description of AC by dis-
cussing Belief Propagation, Gaussian elimination, and
how they are combined in BP-OSD. In Section 4, we
describe AC in full. Section 5 details the Monte Carlo
simulations used to produce Figure 1.

1 The decoding problem

The Ambiguity Clustering decoder can be applied to
any problem expressed in terms of parity checks on
probabilistically independent error mechanisms.

Definition 1.1. The input to a decoding problem
comprises

e an m X n binary parity check matriz H;

e a k x n binary logical matrixz L;

a length n vector of prior error probabilities ¢;

a length m binary syndrome vector o.

By a binary matrix or vector we mean that the en-
tries are in the finite field Fy = {0, 1}, with arithmetic
performed modulo 2.

Given a length n binary error vector e, write

i: e;=1

for the prior probability of e.

Definition 1.2. The mazimum likelihood decoder com-
putes the logical effect vector A maximising the value

of
> e(e). 3)

e€{0,1}": He=o, Le=X

That is, over all errors e consistent with the syn-
drome o, what is the most likely value of Le, weighted
according to €7

For a decoding problem to be well-posed, there
must be at least one e such that He = 0. We will
assume that the rows of H are linearly independent,
which guarantees that we can always find such an e.
This simplifies the presentation, but avoids no essen-
tial difficulties, provided o is in the column span of H.

Definition 1.1 models many different types of de-
coding problem, such as classical linear binary codes
and quantum stabiliser codes with stochastic noise
and perfect measurement. Here we focus instead on
quantum memory with a circuit-level noise model.
We are given a circuit which initialises a block of
logical qubits, implements syndrome extraction for
some number of rounds, then measures off the physi-
cal qubits in such a way that the value of the logical
7, say, operators can be determined. In this model,
H and L have the following interpretations.

e The errors represented by the columns of H and
L are n independent error mechanisms in the
circuit, such as a particular single-qubit Pauli
error on an idle qubit, a particular two-qubit
Pauli error after a two-qubit gate, or an error
in preparation or measurement. This n will gen-
erally be many times larger than the number of
physical qubits in the code.

e The checks represented by the rows of H are m
detectors: sums (mod 2) of physical measure-
ment results which are deterministically 0 if no
errors occur, such as measurements of the same
stabiliser in consecutive rounds. The ijth entry
of H is 1 if the value of the ith detector is flipped
whenever the jth error occurs, and 0 otherwise.

e The rows of L correspond to k logical observ-
ables whose values we are trying to preserve.
The ijth entry of L is 1 if the value of the ith
logical observable is flipped whenever the jth
error occurs, and 0 otherwise.

For quantum error correction n is typically much
larger than m + k, meaning that, for any e € Fg,
there are a very large number (at least 2"~™~F) of
e’ with both He! = He and Le’ = Le; that is, that
have an identical syndrome and logical effect. This
degeneracy is a key difference between quantum and
classical LDPC codes.
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Figure 3: The split belief problem. The syndrome

marked in red has four explanations a, b, ¢, d. If all
six errors (circular nodes) have the same prior probabil-
ity, then their posterior probabilities are identical (and
close to 1/3) (e). It is impossible to retrieve a solution
to (1) by applying a uniform threshold to the posteriors.

2 Belief Propagation and the
split belief problem

Given an observed syndrome ¢, what is the updated
probability that e; = 17 Belief Propagation (BP)
is an efficient algorithm to produce estimates p; for
these posterior probabilities, which works by passing
messages over the associated Tanner graph.
Classical decoding problems are non-degenerate.
For each logical effect A, there is a unique error e with
that logical effect and the observed syndrome. Pro-
vided the most likely solution is sufficiently likely, we
can find it by rounding off the posterior probabilities:

0
ej: 1

This is not the case for quantum decoding prob-
lems. Even when there is an unambiguously most
likely logical effect A, that logical effect can be caused
by many different physical errors with the observed
syndrome. In this case, looking at the most likely
value of each e; individually might not even produce
an error e compatible with the observed syndrome
(see Figure 3). This is known as the split belief prob-
lem, and configurations leading to this situation as
trapping sets [19,20].

Several approaches have been proposed for making
effective use of BP in quantum error correction. These
fall into two broad families. The first is to run BP
multiple times, modifying the problem between each
round, for example by modifying the prior weights ¢,
the syndrome o or the Tanner graph itself, so that a
valid global solution can be obtained [19,21-23].

The second, and the one we take here, is to use
the BP posteriors to inform a second decoding algo-

if p; < 1/2,

if p; > 1/2. )

rithm which produces the final solution. This family
includes BP-OSD [12] and Belief-Matching [24, 25].

Our new decoder, AC, builds upon the ideas of
BP-OSD, which we describe in some detail in the next
section.

3 Gaussian elimination and BP-
OSD

The state of the art for gLDPC decoding is BP with
Ordered Statistics Decoding post-processing (BP-OSD).
BP-OSD uses the output of BP to inform an appli-
cation of Gaussian elimination, a standard procedure
in linear algebra that transforms a matrix H into a
form particularly convenient for solving equations of
the form He = o.

Suppose that H = [I B}, where I is an m X m
identity matrix and B is an arbitrary m x (n — m)

matrix. If we write e = [ﬂ, where f has length

m and g has length n — m, then each of the 2"~
solutions of

c=He=[I B [ﬂ:fusg (5)

can be obtained by first choosing one of the 2"~™
values for g, then setting f = o + Byg.

Definition 3.1. A column of a matrix is in reduced
form if it contains exactly one 1. An m Xxn matrix as a
whole is in reduced form if there is a set of m columns
in reduced form which have their 1s in distinct rows.

A matrix in reduced form differs from the special
form H = [I B] only by row and column permuta-
tions, so is equally convenient for parameterising so-
lutions to He = o. This will be a repeating theme: a
special form of H will be presented with a particularly
convenient ordering of the rows and columns, but any
reordering of the special form will work equally well.

3.1 Gaussian elimination

The basic unit of Gaussian elimination is the pivot
operation (Figure 4). Choose a pivot row i and pivot
column j of H that are adjacent (meaning H;; = 1)
and add the ith row to every other row £ adjacent to
column j (with Hy; = 1). After this pivot operation,
the jth column is in reduced form. Moreover, since
the rest of the column is now 0, further pivot oper-
ations will not take the jth column out of reduced
form, as long as we avoid pivoting again in the same
row.

The description of Gaussian elimination is now
very short: for as long as we can choose a valid pivot
entry ij (with H;; = 1, and neither row ¢ nor col-
umn j having previously been used as a pivot), pivot
at ij. After m pivot operations, H will be in reduced
form.
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Figure 4: A pivot operation. a. A pivot ij = 11 (yellow)
is chosen. b. The pivot row is added to every other row
with a 1 in the pivot column. ¢. The pivot column is now
in reduced form. Further pivot operations in other rows
will no longer change this column, so it will remain in re-
duced form. The syndrome vector on the right is modified
in the same way to ensure the solutions (one of which is
shown in grey) to the linear system are unchanged.

We can now decode as follows. Let H be a parity
check matrix, and let H’ be a reduced form of H ob-
tained via Gaussian elimination. Since H’ is obtained
from H by performing row operations, there is some
invertible matrix R such that H' = RH. Given a
syndrome o, let ¢/ = Ro. Then

He=0 < RHe=Ro <= H'e=0¢" (6)
so we have an equivalent decoding problem to the one
we started with, but where the parity check matrix
is in reduced form. We can now explore the solution
space to H'e = ¢’ using the technique of (5). From
now on, whenever we perform a pivot operation on
H, we perform the same set of row operations on o to
preserve the solution space to He = o (see Figure 4).
We shall also omit the primes from H' and ¢’, using
H and o to refer to the current transformed state of
the problem at any point.

3.2 Ordered Statistics Decoding

It generally remains impractical to iterate over all
2"~™ gsolutions to He = 0. A search would be much
easier if the likely values of e were almost entirely
supported on the pivot columns. Ordered Statistics
Decoding (OSD) aims to achieve this by exploiting
our freedom to choose a pivot during Gaussian elim-
ination: in each round, we select a pivot ¢5 which
maximises p;, BP’s estimate of the probability that
e; = 1 given that He = 0. This is typically described
as reordering the columns so that p; decreases left to
right, then choosing the leftmost available pivot at
each stage.

BP-OSD then is a family of algorithms of the fol-
lowing general form.

1. Obtain posterior estimates p; using some form
of BP.

2. Perform Gaussian elimination with the pivot se-
lection rule ‘maximise p;’.

3. Search for a solution to the transformed prob-
lem He = o with highest prior probability e(e).

Both the accuracy and run time can vary depend-
ing on the exact implementation of each stage. We
will give a rough indication of the relative cost of each
stage.

BP consists of some number of rounds r passing
messages along the edges of the Tanner graph. The
Tanner graph has m + n vertices. For a qLDPC de-
coding problem each vertex has bounded degree, so
there are O(m + n) = O(n) edges, and BP runs in
time at most O(rn). BP is highly amenable to paral-
lelisation, so it is reasonable to think that this could
be reduced to O(r) in principle.

Gaussian elimination performs at most m pivot
operations, each consisting of at most m — 1 additions
of length n rows, for a total complexity of O(m?n).
The matrices involved in qLDPC decoding are sparse,
so the practical complexity could be lower even if we
make no special effort to use the sparsity, for example
if each pivot operation involves relatively few rows.

The cost of the search stage depends heavily on
how thoroughly we search. There are several named
strategies in the literature [15].

e Order zero (BP-OSD-0). Take the unique solu-
tion which only uses pivot columns. That is, in
the context of (5), set g = 0.

e Ezhaustive order t (BP-OSD-E(t)). Try all 2
values of g supported on the ¢ most likely non-
pivot columns.

o Combination sweep ordert (BP-OSD-CS(t)). Try
all g of weight at most 1, and those ¢ with ex-
actly two 1s in positions corresponding to the ¢
most likely non-pivot columns.

Roffe et al. [15] report that combination sweep
typically gives better accuracy than the exhaustive
method searching a similar number of solutions. BP-
OSD-CS(t) considers 1 + (n —m) + (4) = O(n + t?)
values of e. Scoring each solution by computing €(e)
takes time O(m).

For low values of ¢, Gaussian elimination is the
dominant cost. For higher values of ¢, we observe
that the cost of the solution search dominates.

Often ¢ is taken to be a small constant, giving sat-
isfactory performance on small codes. However, the
existence of trapping sets and the split belief problem
(see Section 2) gives a heuristic argument that the
amount of searching required by BP-OSD should grow
exponentially in the size of the problem. If there are s



problematic areas of the syndrome, each of which can
be resolved in at least two different ways, then an un-
structured search must examine at least 2° solutions
to find the best one. But if these configurations occur
at some constant rate, then for large problems s will
scale with n for some constant fraction of syndromes
supplied to the decoder.

The motivation behind AC is to try and identify
and resolve these ambiguities independently, turning
a multiplicative cost into an additive one.

4 Ambiguity Clustering

We now describe AC in full. Broadly speaking, AC
works by performing incomplete Gaussian elimina-
tion on H, with modified pivot selection rules and
modified stopping criteria. This has two advantages:
first, it is cheaper than full Gaussian elimination. Sec-
ond, the incomplete Gaussian elimination imposes a
block structure on H, which allows for a more efficient
search over the solution space.

After running BP to obtain estimated posteriors
pj, AC proceeds in three stages. In the first stage
(Section 4.1), we obtain an initial solution to He = o.
In the second stage (Section 4.2), we grow outwards
from this initial solution to identify additional errors,
not present in the initial solution, that could be rele-
vant to solving the decoding problem. Considering
these additional errors builds a block structure in
H, or equivalently a cluster structure in the Tanner
graph. In the third stage (Section 4.3), we analyse
each of the clusters separately.

We provide two figures to help the reader orient
themselves. In Figure 5, we illustrate the evolution of
the problem through stages 1 and 2. In Figure 7, we
give a high-level overview of the algorithm.

4.1 AC Stage 1: initial solution
Suppose that

o I * _lo1

H = {O *] and o = [O]

where [ is an £ x £ identity block, o1 has length ¢, a 0
indicates a block of zeroes, and the blocks indicated

by x have arbitrary entries. Then one solution to
He = o is given by
_ |01
o= M .

The goal of stage 1 of AC is to bring the decoding
problem into this form.

(7)

(®)

Definition 4.1. The parity check matrix H is re-
duced with respect to o if every row i of the matrix
with o; = 1 is a pivot row.

If H is reduced with respect to o, then we have
(7) up to permutations of the rows and columns. In

comparison to the fully reduced form obtained in Sec-
tion 3, we have done less work to find the first solution
to He = o. In return, we no longer have easy access
to further solutions. Recovering these will be the pur-
pose of stage 2.

To reduce H with respect to o, we choose pivots
such that each pivot operation makes a row ¢ with
o; = 1 into a pivot row (possibly at the cost of creat-
ing additional 1s in the syndrome). If we have multi-
ple options, we break ties using the p; as in OSD.

Specifically, we iterate the following procedure.

1. Choose a pivot row i and pivot column j ac-
cording to the following criteria:

(a)
(b)
()

the two must be adjacent (H;; = 1);
neither has previously been used as a pivot;

the row must have a mon-zero syndrome
(0 =1); and

of the pairs ij satisfying (a), (b) and (c),
choose a pair with maximal p;.

(d)

2. Perform a pivot operation using pivot row ¢ and
pivot column j, updating both H and ¢ to pre-
serve the solution space of He = o.

3. Repeat steps 1 and 2 until there are no more
pairs satisfying (a), (b) and (c), at which point
H will be reduced with respect to o.

The key difference from OSD is in condition 1(c). In
OSD, the order in which pivots are chosen is fixed
in advance. By contrast, here we select the next
pivot dynamically based on both p; and the current
state of the updated syndrome. Since the original
syndrome is sparse, this condition and the associated
early-stopping behaviour allow the initial solution to
be obtained much more quickly than in BP-OSD.

4.2 AC stage 2: cluster formation

In stage 2 we transform the matrix H into its final
form, a block structure that captures the local struc-
ture of the solution space. The blocks can also be
viewed as clusters in a Tanner graph.
The block form we are aiming for is, up to row
and column permutations,
C x
n-[2 ], o

where

(10)
I B,

An example matrix of this form is shown in Figure 5e.
If we reinterpret C' as the adjacency matrix of a Tan-
ner graph, the ¢ blocks correspond to connected com-
ponents. Figure 5f shows these connected components
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Figure 5: a. A general, unstructured, parity check matrix H. The syndrome o is shown as a column vector on its
right.

b. The associated Tanner graph. Checks with a 1 in the syndrome are marked in red.

c. After stage 1, H is reduced with respect to the syndrome (Definition 4.1): an identity block covers the rows in
which the syndrome has a 1. In general, the rows and columns of the identity ‘block’ may be scattered throughout
the matrix. Because a pivot row can still be involved in later pivot operations, there might (as in this example) be
rows in the identity block without a 1 in the syndrome.

d. In the Tanner graph, being reduced with respect to ¢ means that every marked check has an associated error
node adjacent only to that check.

e. After stage 2, an expanded set of blocks covers the syndrome. The blocks C; are shown as coloured rectangles.
Each consists of an m; x m; identity matrix I;, and optionally some linearly dependent columns in the m; x (n; —m;)
matrix B;. Again, in practice these rows and columns may be scattered throughout the matrix.

f- In the Tanner graph, each cluster consists of at least one check node—error node pair, indicated with an arrow, and
optionally some additional errors adjacent only to those checks ‘gluing them together’ into a cluster. Every marked
check is part of some cluster.
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Figure 6: The two stage 2 operations. a. The selected
column has a 1 in a non-pivot row. b. We perform a pivot
operation and seed a new block (red). e¢. The selected
column is supported on pivot rows. d. We add the column
to C' unchanged, merging blocks (purple) as necessary.

embedded inside the full Tanner graph represented by
H.
Writing
Ci=1[1 B, (11)
each C; is an m; X n; matrix in reduced form. Suppose
that

01

(12)

| 0

with each o; of length m;. If we let

€1

; (13)

| 0

with each e; of length n;, then He = ¢ if and only if

C’iei = 0; (14)

for each 4. The condition (13) is reasonable provided
the zero block corresponds to error mechanisms that
are unlikely to have occurred. As long as we can en-
sure this, we will have split the decoding problem into
many smaller decoding problems that can be solved
separately.

The partially reduced form (7) can be viewed as a
trivial example of this block structure with C' consist-
ing of the pivot rows and columns, with m; =n; =1
throughout. In stage 2 we will add an additional K
columns to C, and typically also some rows. Increas-
ing K increases the accuracy of the decoder at the
cost of increased run time.

When we add a column j to C, one of two things
happens, depending on the relationship between that
column and C (Figure 6).

Seed a new block. If column j has at least one 1
outside the rows of C', choose such a row ¢ arbitrarily
and pivot at ¢j. The resulting column j, containing
only a single 1, can be added as a new block of C.
The number of rows, columns and blocks of C each
increase by 1.

Grow existing blocks. Otherwise, column j is sup-
ported entirely on the rows of C, so we can add it to
C unchanged. It is possible that column j has 1s in
several different blocks of C. In that case, we merge
those blocks into a single larger block. The number of
rows is unchanged, the number of columns increases
by 1, and the number of blocks either stays the same
or decreases.

Stage 2 proceeds as follows.

1. Choose a column j that

(a) is not in C}

(b) is adjacent to a row that has been involved
in a pivot operation in stage 1 or stage 2
(either as a pivot row, or by having a pivot
row added to it); and

(c) has maximal p; among those columns sat-
isfying (a) and (b).

2. Add column j to C, either by seeding a new
block or growing existing blocks as appropriate.

3. Repeat steps 1 and 2 until a total of K addi-
tional columns have been added to C.

The goal of step 1 is to select the column most likely
to be involved in solutions to He = o. This en-
sures that it is reasonable to restrict attention to e
of the form (13), allowing us to solve many small sys-
tems (14) separately.

4.3 AC stage 3: cluster analysis

So far, nothing has depended on the logical matrix L.
Returning L to the picture, at the end of stage 2 we
have (up to row and column permutations)

(& * o1
H= o= (15)
C, x .
o --- 0 % 0
L= [Ll LC *]

where we have labelled by L; the part of L restricted
to the columns in block C;, and are promising to make
no further use of the starred columns.

The triples C;, 0;, L; express smaller decoding prob-
lems which we shall solve separately. It turns out that
many of these problems are very easy.



4.3.1 Unambiguous clusters
The maximum likelihood solution to the ith cluster is
the \; maximising

€ieq)- (16)

2.

e;€{0,1}™i: Cie;=0, Lie;=)\;

where €;(e;) denotes the restriction of (2) to just those
columns in C;.

It turns out that there is frequently only a single
value of A for which (16) is non-zero. That is, there
is only a single logical effect consistent with the local
syndrome, once we have committed to explaining that
part of the syndrome locally. This is analogous to the
neutral clusters arising during execution of the Union-
Find decoder [6]: all corrections within a cluster are
logically equivalent, so we can choose between them
arbitrarily (for example, by ‘peeling’ in Union-Find).

Unambiguous clusters occur precisely when each
row of L; is linearly dependent on the rows of C;. In
that case there is some k x m; matrix R; such that
Li = RlCZ, so that
for every e; with Cje; = o;; that is, the logical effect
A is a linear function of the syndrome o;.

Unambiguous clusters can be detected efficiently:
since Cj; is in reduced form,
which can only possibly equal L; for a single choice
of R;, which is easily checked.

4.3.2 Ambiguous clusters

In many cases, all clusters arising from stage 2 are un-
ambiguous and no further analysis is necessary. When
there is at least one ambiguous cluster, we have typi-
cally observed exactly one.

The ambiguous clusters are smaller than the origi-
nal decoding problem, but are still generally too large
to allow the maximum likelihood decoding problem
to be solved exactly. We therefore adopt a restricted
search strategy, analogous to the search in the final
stage of OSD.

As in Section 3.1, we let e;

[f ] , with f; of
gi

length m; and g; of length n; —m; so that the 2™~
solutions to

g; = C’iei = (19)

I B] m ~ fi+ Big,

are given by choosing any value for g; and letting f;
0;+ B;g;. Then we try the solutions given by every g;
of weight up to 2. (Note that BP-OSD-CS tries only
a subset of the weight-2 solutions available to it.) For
each solution, we calculate €;(e;). We track the sum

of probabilities associated with solutions which flip,
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and the sum of probabilities of solutions which do
not flip, each logical observable j. If the former sum
is greater than the latter, we determine the cluster to
have flipped the logical, and we set the jth bit of \;
to 1; otherwise, we set it to 0.

4.3.3 Combining cluster results

For each cluster C;, ambiguous or not, we have now
calculated an estimate \; for the logical effect of the
errors associated with that cluster. The estimated
total logical effect returned by the decoder is A =
25:1 Ai-

Analysing each cluster separately is very efficient.
Considering s; solutions for each cluster C; has a cost
scaling with Zle s; but covers a part of the solution
space to the original decoding problem of size scal-
ing like [];_, s;. This is part of what allows us to
achieve the accuracy of BP-OSD at much lower com-
putational cost.

4.4 Summary of stages of AC

To summarise, AC has four stages, depicted in Fig-
ure 7:

e Run BP on the syndrome to obtain posterior
probability estimates p;.

AC stage 1, initial solve. Informed by the syn-
drome and the BP posteriors, perform pivot op-
erations to put the matrix H into reduced form,
sufficient to identify one solution.

AC stage 2, cluster formation. Perform further
pivot operations and include linearly dependent
errors to form a block structure.

AC stage 3, cluster analysis. For each logically
ambiguous cluster, analyse a subset of the solu-
tions to determine its likely logical effect, and
sum these together with the effects of the unam-
biguous clusters to obtain a final overall logical
effect.

5 Numerical methods

Bravyi et al. [14] described circuits to perform syn-
drome extraction for their codes. We use versions of
these circuits made available by Gong et al. [23] for
Gidney’s Clifford simulator Stim [26]. The circuits de-
scribe the preparations, gates and measurements for
a quantum memory experiment: initialise a block of
qubits, extract r rounds of measurement data, then
measure the physical qubits to determine the error
states of the k logical Z observables.

We use the same circuit-level noise model as [14]
with a single parameter p.

e State preparation. With probability p, prepare
the orthogonal state (e.g. |1) instead of |0)).



(Start)

Run BP to estimate
posteriors pj.

A4
Are there any non-

pivot rows
remaining
with o; =17

(No)

(Yes)

Select an unused pivot
jj with highest pj.

)

Perform a pivot
operation at ij.

Initial solution
(Section 4.1)

( Repeat K times.

(Done)

(Not yet done)

Select a relevant non-
pivot column j with
highest p;.

J

Cluster formation

[Is the column linearly dependent]

on pivot columns?

(No) (Yes)

(Section 4.2)

| Seed a new

block. | | Grow existing blocks. |

[ For each cluster:

(Done)

(Next cluster)

Is cluster ambiguous 9)

(No) (Yes)

A4 A4

Cluster analysis
(Section 4.3)

Determine
logical effect.

Analyse solutions to cluster,
and track probablilities for
each logical.

J

Sum logical effects

of each cluster.

Decide logical effect for
cluster according to greatest
sum of probablities.

Figure 7: Schematic overview of AC.
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o Measurement. With probability p, flip the clas-
sical measurement result (from 0 to 1 or vice
versa).

After single qubit gates. With probability p,
apply Pauli X, Y or Z with equal probabil-
ity. (This is equivalent to depolarising the qubit
with probability 4p/3.) An idle qubit in any
time step experiences a noisy identity gate.

After two qubit gates. With probability p, ap-
ply one of the 15 non-trivial 2-qubit Pauli op-
erations IX, IY, IZ, X1, etc. (This is equiva-
lent to depolarising both qubits with probability
16p/15.)

Stim performs two functions. First, it analyses
the circuit to produce a ‘detector error model’, which
contains information equivalent to the parity check
matrix H, logical matrix L and prior probabilities e.
Second, it efficiently simulates the noisy syndrome ex-
traction circuit, producing syndrome data and asso-
ciated true logical effects against which we can assess
the accuracy of a decoder.

The codes we test against encode more than one
logical qubit. We count as a failure any run of the
decoder in which we do not compute the full logical
state correctly. We report the per-round logical fail-
ure rate

Prail = (20)

rN
where N is the number of calls to the decoder, f is the
number of decoding failures, and r is the number of
rounds of syndrome extraction (in all cases set equal
to the reported distance of the code). This formula
ignores the second order effects of cancelling logical
errors. These effects are more complicated to analyse
for codes encoding multiple logical qubits than for
those with a single logical qubit, but also less likely.
The per-round logical failure rate for BP-OSD was
computed in the same way from data kindly provided
by the authors of [14].

Timing data for both AC and BP-OSD were ob-
tained by running each single-threaded on an M2-
based MacBook Pro. We used a common Python har-
ness that generates syndrome data using Stim then
calls out to either our C++ implementation of AC, or
the standard BP-OSD implementation by Roffe [15,
16] in Cython. Only time spent in the decoder is in-
cluded in the reported per-round timing data.

Both AC and BP-OSD are families of decoding
algorithms with various adjustable parameters.

In AC, we set

1. the number of rounds of (sum-product) BP equal
to the distance of the code;

. the number K of additional columns added to
C in stage 2 to match or exceed the accuracy
of BP-OSD on each data point in Figure 1. We
took K = kn, where n is the number of columns
in the parity check matrix, and tried x from 0
to 0.1 in steps of 0.01.
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To collect the timing data for BP-OSD we set

1. the number of rounds of (min-sum) BP equal to
the distance of the code;

2. the combination sweep order t equal to 7.

In the repository [27] associated to [14], Bravyi et al.
use t = 7 and 10 000 rounds of BP; obtaining the
timing data with the reduced number of rounds is
slightly favourable to BP-OSD.
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