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Abstract
Minimum-Weight Perfect Matching (MWPM) decoding is
important to quantum error correction decoding because
of its accuracy. However, many believe that it is difficult, if
possible at all, to achieve the microsecond latency require-
ment posed by superconducting qubits. This work presents
the first publicly known MWPM decoder, called Micro Blos-
som, that achieves sub-microsecond decoding latency. Micro
Blossom employs a heterogeneous architecture that care-
fully partitions a state-of-the-art MWPM decoder between
software and a programmable accelerator with parallel pro-
cessing units, one of each vertex/edge of the decoding graph.
On a surface code with code distance 𝑑 and a circuit-level
noise model with physical error rate 𝑝 , Micro Blossom’s ac-
celerator employs 𝑂 (𝑑3) parallel processing units to reduce
the worst-case latency from 𝑂 (𝑑12) to 𝑂 (𝑑9) and reduce the
average latency from𝑂 (𝑝𝑑3 + 1) to𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑2 + 1) when 𝑝 ≪ 1.

We report a prototype implementation of Micro Blossom
using FPGA. Measured at 𝑑 = 13 and 𝑝 = 0.1%, the prototype
achieves an average decoding latency of 0.8 𝜇s at a moder-
ate clock frequency of 62 MHz. Micro Blossom is the first
publicly known hardware-accelerated exact MWPM decoder,
and the decoding latency of 0.8 𝜇s is 8 times shorter than the
best latency of MWPM decoder implementations reported
in the literature.

Keywords: Minimum-Weight Perfect Matching (MWPM)
Decoder, Quantum Error Correction, Heterogeneous Archi-
tecture

1 Introduction
Quantum error correction (QEC) plays an important role
in building fault-tolerant quantum computers. It requires a
decoder that processes syndromes, potentially measured 106

times per second, to discover qubit errors timely, within a
microsecond [2] in the case of implementing fault-tolerant
logical 𝑇 gates [19]. For surface codes, an important class of
QEC codes, the most-likely error decoding problem can be
formulated as aMinimum-Weight PerfectMatching (MWPM)
problem [12] associated with a syndrome graph [40], under
the assumption of a noise model of independently distributed
bit and phase flips, and can be solved by the famous blossom
algorithm [13, 24].

In recent years, many MPWM decoder implementations
have been implemented in response to high throughput and
low latency requirements. Sparse Blossom [17] and Parity
Blossom [42] reduce the time complexity ofMWPMdecoding
by adapting the blossom algorithm to work on the decoding
graph. Fusion Blossom [42] improves throughput by using
multiple cores to process blocks of syndrome measurement
rounds in parallel. None of these exact MWPM decoders
achieve a decoding latency close to a microsecond or lever-
age any hardware acceleration. In fact, it is believed [38]
that the blossom algorithm [13, 24], which underpins all
these MWPM decoders, is too complex for hardware acceler-
ation. Not surprisingly, many have resorted to less accurate
decoders that approximate MWPM decoding [3, 25, 38], caus-
ing 1.7x [25] or even 13.9x [3] more logical errors at code
distance 𝑑 = 13 and physical error rate 𝑝 = 0.1%.
In this work, we present the first publicly known ex-

act MWPM decoder that achieves sub-microsecond latency,
called Micro Blossom. It is also the first publicly known exact
MWPM decoder with hardware acceleration. Micro Blossom
builds on ideas from recent fast decoders, namely [17, 42],
to implement the blossom algorithm and support stream
decoding. Micro Blossom carefully partitions the blossom
algorithm between software and a programmable accelerator
of parallel processing units (PUs), one corresponding to each
vertex and edge in the decoding graph (§3). It implements
the primal phase of the blossom algorithm in software that
flexibly handles complex data structures. It implements the
dual phase in the programmable accelerator that exploits the
finest-grained parallelism of the decoding graph in vertices
and edges (§4). To reduce the expensive software-hardware
interaction, Micro Blossom uses parallel PUs to resolve com-
mon Conflicts without involving the primal phase on the
CPU (§5). To support low-latency stream decoding, Micro
Blossom performs round-wise fusion with the parallel PUs
in the accelerator (§6).
Using SpinalHDL [29], we implement a parameterized

prototype of Micro Blossom that takes an arbitrary decoding
graph as input and produces synthesizable Verilog code (§7).
When running the accelerator on a Xilinx Versal VMK180
FPGA, our prototype achieves an average decoding latency
of 0.8 𝜇s for code distance 𝑑 = 13 and physical error rate
𝑝 = 0.1% in a circuit-level noise (§8). It is the first publicly
known MWPM decoder with sub-𝜇𝑠 latency, 8x shorter than
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(a) Surface Code 𝑑 = 5. (b) Decoding Graph. (c) 3D Decoding Graph.

Figure 1. Surface code and decoding graph. (a) The surface code interleaves data qubits
( ) with stabilizer qubits (#). Here we only show 𝑍 -type stabilizer qubits that detect 𝑋
errors. The 𝑋 -type stabilizes can be decoded likewise independently. (b) The decoding
graph of (a). Each vertex represents a stabilizer measurement; each edge represents a
potential error. Stabilizers with flipped measurement and their vertices (defect vertices)
aremarked in red in both figures. (c) A decoding graph from a circuit-level implementation
of the surface code with 𝑑 rounds of measurements.
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Figure 2. Potential speed up ac-
cording to Amdahl’s Law, sampled
from the Fusion Blossom [42] run-
ning on Apple M1Max. The poten-
tial speedup is the theoretical up-
per bound of optimizing the dual
phase.

the best reported [17], for the same code distance and noise
model. We note that the largest surface code reported in QEC
physical experiments is 𝑑 = 7 [1]. We also note that Micro
Blossom can support even larger 𝑑 for sub-𝜇𝑠 latency if more
resources are available, e.g., larger FPGA, and if higher clock
frequency is feasible, e.g., using ASIC, as analyzed in §8.4.

In summary, we make the following contributions:
• We design a heterogeneous architecture for scalable,
real-time, and exact MWPM decoding for QEC.

• We parallelize the blossom algorithm at the vertex and
edge levels, which improves both the worst-case and
average decoding latency.

• We demonstrate the first publicly known sub-𝜇𝑠 aver-
age latency of MWPM decoding on a prototype using
FPGA for surface code of 𝑑 = 13.

Our implementation of Micro Blossom is open-source and
available from [39].

2 Background
Quantum Error Correction (QEC) Codes. A QEC code

encodes a logical qubit using multiple physical qubits. The
surface code is one of the most promising QEC codes, fea-
turing a universal fault-tolerant gate set that enables fault-
tolerant quantum computation [15]. As shown in Figure 1a,
a distance-𝑑 surface code consists of 𝑑2 data qubits and 𝑑2−1
stabilizers.

Decoding Graph. As shown in Figure 1b, a decoding
graph is a weighted graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸,𝑊 ) derived from a
code and noise model. Each vertex corresponds to a stabi-
lizer measurement. If the measurement result is flipped, we
call the corresponding vertex a defect vertex, marked in red;
otherwise, it is a regular vertex marked in white. 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉

represents the set of defect vertices. Each edge corresponds
to a potential quantum error, with weight𝑤𝑒 calculated from
the error probability 𝑝𝑒 by𝑤𝑒 = log((1 − 𝑝𝑒 )/𝑝𝑒 ). An edge
connects the vertices that can detect the corresponding error.
Virtual vertices (in yellow) along the code boundary repre-
sents the unknown measurements [42].
Since stabilizer measurements are noisy, we need Θ(𝑑)

measurement rounds to achieve fault tolerance [16]. The
resulting decoding graph is a three-dimensional (3D) graph
that contains |𝑉 | = Θ(𝑑3) vertices, as shown in Figure 1c.
Each horizontal layer, which is two-dimensional (2D), corre-
sponds to a measurement round. The edges between layers
represent the measurement errors.

Syndrome graph and MWPMDecoder. The set of defect
vertices 𝐷 is known as the syndrome. Given the decoding
graph and a syndrome, one can derive the syndrome graph,
which is a fully connected graph with the vertices being the
defect vertices from the decoding graph. The weight𝑤𝑒 of an
edge 𝑒 is computed as the minimum weight of paths in the
decoding graph between the two incident defect vertices. The
Minimum-Weight Perfect Matching (MWPM) decoder finds
the most likely error by finding an MWPM in the syndrome
graph. We denote the edges of the syndrome graph as 𝐸′.

Blossom Algorithm. The blossom algorithm leverages
Linear Programming (LP) to solve the minimum-weight per-
fect matching (MWPM) problem [14]. It considers the orig-
inal MWPM problem as the primal problem: minimizing
the total weight

∑
𝑒∈𝐸′ 𝑤𝑒𝑥𝑒 where the primal variable 𝑥𝑒 is

either 1 or 0, indicating whether edge 𝑒 is in the matching.
Accordingly, the dual problemmaximizes the sum of the dual
variables

∑
𝑆∈O∗ 𝑦𝑆 where O∗ = {𝑆 |𝑆 ⊆ 𝐷, |𝑆 | is odd} [42].

In this dual problem, there is a constraint corresponding to
2



each primal variable (and therefore each edge). When the
equality for this constraint holds, the corresponding edge is
considered tight.
The blossom algorithm works on both the primal and

dual problems. The dual phase, solving the dual problem,
changes 𝑦𝑆 and creates tight edges; the primal phase, solving
the primal problem, changes 𝑥𝑒 and determines which tight
edges will be in the matching. Intuitively, the blossom algo-
rithm gradually increases the “available budget” (

∑
𝑦𝑆 ) while

checking whether a perfect matching solution with a “cost”
(
∑
𝑤𝑒𝑥𝑒 ) exists within the “budget”. The dual phase increases

the “budget” while ensuring it does not exceed the minimum
required “cost” (by enforcing dual constraints). The primal
phase seeks a perfect matching within the allocated “bud-
get”, and negotiates with the dual phase to increase it as
needed. The optimality is achieved when the “cost” matches
the “budget”.

Three notions from the blossom algorithm are important
in this work: blossom, node, and alternating tree. In the
context of QEC [42], we can inductively define a blossom
on the syndrome graph as follows, adapted from [42] (Page
4): (i) a defect vertex is a blossom; (ii) an odd number of
blossoms connected by tight edges in a circle form a blossom.
Apparently, each blossom 𝑆 ∈ O∗ is associated with a dual
variable 𝑦𝑆 . A node is a blossom that does not belong to any
other blossom according to (ii). Each defect vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷

belongs to a unique node, denoted Root(𝑣).
The primal phase organizes nodes (and tight edges) into

matched pairs and alternating trees. A matched pair consists
of two nodes connected by a tight edge 𝑒 with 𝑥𝑒 = 1. An
alternating tree consists of an odd number of nodes that are
connected by tight edges in a tree. In the tree, there are an
odd number of tight edges connecting any leaf node to the
root. It is called an alternating tree because alternating edges
along the path from a leaf to the root are included in the
matching with 𝑥𝑒 = 1. A single node not matched is also
an alternating tree. An example of a matched pair and an
alternating tree is shown in Figure 3.

With alternating trees andmatched pairs, the primal phase
determines how to adjust a dual variable 𝑦𝑆 in the dual
phase by assigning a direction Δ𝑦𝑆 ∈ {0, +1,−1}. When 𝑆

is matched, it sets Δ𝑦𝑆 as 0; otherwise, it determines Δ𝑦𝑆 by
𝑆 ’s position in the alternating tree which alternates between
±1 from the root (+1) to the leaf (also +1) as shown in Figure 3.
The dual phase adjusts 𝑦𝑆 based on Δ𝑦𝑆 . When Δ𝑦𝑆 = +1,
we say it grows 𝑦𝑆 (and the node 𝑆); when Δ𝑦𝑆 = −1, we say
it shrinks 𝑦𝑆 (and the node 𝑆). When Δ𝑦𝑆1 +Δ𝑦𝑆2 > 0, we say
nodes 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 are growing toward each other.

Fast MWPMDecoders. The blossom algorithm solves the
MWPM decoding problem using the syndrome graph [40],
which is dense with𝑂 ( |𝑉 |2) edges. Sparse Blossom [17] and
Parity Blossom [42] speed up MWPM decoding by adapting
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Figure 3. A node is either matched or in an alternating tree.
The primal phase maintains the tight edges of both the solid
lines (𝑥𝑒 = 1) and dotted lines (𝑥𝑒 = 0). The radius of a
blossom 𝑆 represents the corresponding dual variable 𝑦𝑆 .
The direction of each node Δ𝑦𝑆 ∈ {0, +1,−1} is marked, with
different colors.

|𝑇⟩ 𝑍

|𝜓⟩ 𝑆Target Qubit

Resource Qubit

𝑑 rounds decoding latency 𝐿

𝑝𝐿 𝑝𝐿 × 𝐿/𝑑

Figure 4. Fault-tolerant logical 𝑇 gate on the target qubit is
implemented using a resource qubit in the magic |𝑇 ⟩ state [7]
and a circuit consisting of fault-tolerant Clifford gates and a
conditional logical 𝑆 gate with decoder feedforward.

the blossom algorithm to solve the MWPM problem on the
decoding graph, which is adopted by Micro Blossom.
Parity Blossom conveniently decomposes the blossom

algorithm into the primal and dual phases, which is also
adopted by Micro Blossom. Parity Blossom implements these
in the decoding graph, improving the asymptotic average
time complexity to almost linear, but still falls short of sub-𝜇𝑠
decoding latency. As shown in Figure 2, the dual phase takes
most of the decoding time of Parity Blossom. Improving the
speed of the dual phase is critical for further improving the
decoding speed.

WhyDecoding LatencyMatters. Nontrivial fault-tolerant
quantum computing requires feedforward from the decoder
with a soft deadline [35], making the decoding a soft real-
time problem. The soft deadline comes from implementing
logical non-Clifford gates, which are necessary for any uni-
versal quantum gate set. For example, implementing a logical
𝑇 gate requires a logical qubit readout as a feedforward sig-
nal, as shown in Figure 4. While waiting for the decoded
readout, the target qubit accumulates more logical errors.
When there is no decoding latency, the data qubit only goes
through 𝑑 stabilizer measurement rounds and suffers from a
total logical error rate of 𝑝MWPM

𝐿
. If the decoding latency is

𝐿 measured in the number of stabilizer measurement cycles,
then the logical error rate of the target qubit effectively be-
comes roughly 𝑝MWPM

𝐿
(1 + 𝐿/𝑑). Taking 𝑑 = 21 surface code

3
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Figure 5. Heterogeneous Architecture of Micro Blossom.
The blue blocks and green cylinders represent vPUs and
ePUs, respectively. An instruction is first broadcast to all PUs,
then each PU updates its local state and generates a response
which is convergecasted into a single response. Each PU
only talks to its immediate neighbors on the decoding graph.
The syndrome data from the quantum hardware is directly
loaded to the vPUs in a stream manner.

with 1 𝜇s measurement cycle [2] as an example, the effec-
tive logical error rate is 34𝑝MWPM

𝐿
for Fusion Blossom [42],

and 5𝑝MWPM
𝐿

for the faster but less accurate Union-Find de-
coder [26]. In this case, although Union-Find decoding has
5x more logical errors than MWPM decoding, it causes fewer
logical errors when including latency-induced idle errors.

3 Micro Blossom Architecture
As shown in Figure 5, Micro Blossom is a heterogeneous
architecture to solve MWPM decoding for QEC with sub-
microsecond decoding latency. It builds on ideas from recent
fast decoders: (i) using the decoding graph, instead of the
syndrome graph [17, 42] and (ii) using fusion operations to
support stream decoding [42]. Like these decoders, Micro
Blossom also implements the blossom algorithm [14] and
therefore is logically equivalent to them. Micro Blossom,
however, advances the state of the art in implementation
by realizing vertex and edge level parallelism, while Fusion
Blossom [42] is effective to coarse-grained parallelism and
Parity Blossom [42] and Sparse Blossom [17] do not exploit
parallelism at all (See §9).

3.1 Overview
Micro Blossom carefully partitions the blossom algorithm
between software and hardware. The software handles dy-
namically sized data structures while the hardware (accel-
erator) employs a large number of processing units (PUs)
with local connectivity. There are two types of stateful PUs:
Vertex PU (vPU) and Edge PU (ePU). The accelerator asso-
ciates a vPU for each vertex and an ePU for each edge in the

decoding graph, achieving the finest possible parallelism for
graph algorithms. Because decoding graphs vary depending
on how physical qubits are grouped into logical qubits and
the logical operation, our implementation takes a decoding
graph as input and outputs synthesizable Verilog code for
the accelerator (§7).
The accelerator in Micro Blossom is programmable with

a small instruction set. It carefully decouples the data and
control planes. The data plane includes the PUs, which only
exchanges data locally, with their immediate neighbors. The
syndrome data are loaded to the vPUs, which can be fed
with shift registers to minimize routing congestion. Once
all syndromes have been loaded and the MWPM solution
is determined, the controller outputs the logical correction
bits. The control plane consists of a controller, a broadcast
network that sends control signals to all PUs, and a con-
vergecast network that collects responses from them. The
controller interfaces with the software via memory-mapped
registers.

3.2 Key Ideas
Accelerating Dual Phase (§4). Given that the dual phase

is the current speed bottleneck of a software implementa-
tion, as shown in Figure 2, we accelerate it using parallel
PUs, organized according to the decoding graph. The key
algorithmic innovation behind this is a parallel variant of Par-
ity Blossom [42] with which the dual phase is implemented
by parallel PUs, each of which only uses its local state and
that of its immediate neighbors. The key is to distribute the
information of Covers down to per-vertex data structures
(implemented as per-vPU state). This key idea improves the
worst-case time complexity from 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |4) of the fastest se-
quential algorithm [17] to 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |3) using 𝑂 ( |𝑉 | polylog|𝑉 |)
parallel resources.

Accelerating Primal Phase (§5). Although themost time-
consuming dual-phase operations are offloaded to the hard-
ware, the CPU still has to do at least one read and write
for every defect vertex in the primal phase. The interaction
between the CPU and the hardware becomes the bottleneck,
leading to an average time complexity of 𝑂 ( |𝐷 |) = 𝑂 (𝑝 |𝑉 |)
with a large constant factor of hundreds of nanoseconds per
interaction. Our key idea is to find a simple component of the
primal phase that can be efficiently parallelized in the hard-
ware accelerator. We prove that if any error occurs alone, it
is offloaded to the hardware accelerator in 𝑂 (1) time. Given
the independence of the errors, the average decoding time is
reduced from 𝑂 (𝑝 |𝑉 | + 1) to 𝑂 (𝑝2 |𝑉 | + 1), eliminating the
interaction for all first-order errors and thus reducing the
interaction between the CPU and the hardware.

Round-wise Fusion for Streaming (§6). Multiple rounds
of stabilizer measurements constitute a stream as one round
becomes available every 1 𝜇s. To reduce decoding latency, in-
stead of waiting for all rounds of a syndrome, the decoder can
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process a round as soon as it arrives and fuse their results pro-
gressively, as demonstrated in [42]. Micro Blossom leverages
vertex-level parallelism in such fusion operations to further
accelerate them for fine-grained stream decodingwithinmea-
surement round. This round-wise fusion complements the
coarse-grained fusion of prior work [42]. Importantly, we
combine round-wise fusion with the parallel primal phase
acceleration. When decoding is faster than the measurement
rate, round-wise fusion further reduces the average decoding
latency from 𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑3 + 1) to 𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑2 + 1).

We elaborate how Micro Blossom leverages these ideas in
§4 to §6, respectively.

4 Accelerating Dual Phase
In this section, we describe how to accelerate the dual phase
using parallel PUs. The key insight is that certain operations
in Parity Blossom [42] can be parallelized using the Covers of
the nodes. We can use parallel PUs to (1) maintain the Covers
when performing a dual-phase operation, and (2) implement
these operations using the local state.
We first provide background on Parity Blossom in §4.1,

describe a new algorithm design that parallelizes dual-phase
operations at the vertex level in §4.2, and present a more
resource-efficient version of the algorithm in §4.3.

4.1 Background
Parity Blossom [42] is based on a geometric interpretation
of the decoding graph in which any two points in the graph
have a non-negative distance.
The algorithm associates each defect vertex 𝑣 with a set

of points called Circle, 𝐶 (𝑣,∑𝐴∈A(𝑣) 𝑦𝐴), with 𝑣 being the
center and a radius of

∑
𝐴∈A(𝑣) 𝑦𝐴 (Appendix D [42]). We

say two Covers are neighbors if their associated vertices are
neighbors on the decoding graph.
Parity Blossom associates a node 𝑆 with a set of points

called Cover , which is the union of the above Circles of defect
vertices in the node, i.e., Cover (𝑆) = ∪𝑣∈𝑆𝐶 (𝑣,

∑
𝐴∈A(𝑣) 𝑦𝐴).

Finally, the algorithm reduces the dual-phase operations
to the manipulations of its Covers. We have Theorem: Tight
Edge Detection (Cover) [42] that Cover (𝑆1) ∩ Cover (𝑆2) ≠
∅ implies there exists a tight edge between nodes 𝑆1 and 𝑆2.
The dual phase of Parity Blossom maintains the Covers of
the nodes and uses them to detect situations when it can no
longer adjust the dual variables without violating any dual
problem constraint, called Obstacles. Once the dual phase
detects an Obstacle, the algorithm switches to the primal
phase to resolve it.

There are two types of Obstacles, as defined in [42] as (2a)
and (2b). The first corresponds to the constraint (2a) when the
dual variable of a node 𝑆 ∈ O is already 0 but is still shrinking:
𝑦𝑆 = 0 ∧ Δ𝑦𝑆 < 0. This type of Obstacle occurs rarely and
can be handled efficiently using a priority queue on the
CPU [17, 24]. The second type corresponds to constraint (2b)

and occurs more frequently, when two nodes (𝑆1 and 𝑆2) are
growing toward each other (Δ𝑦𝑆1 + Δ𝑦𝑆2 > 0) while there is
already a tight edge between them in the syndrome graph
(Cover (𝑆1) ∩ Cover (𝑆2) ≠ ∅). We call this type of Obstacle
Conflict. A Conflict indicates an edge connecting the two
nodes in the syndrome graph has become tight.

The first three columns of Table 1 describe all dual-phase
operations in [42]. The first five operations update the Covers
while the last operation detects Conflicts.

An astute reader may realize that Parity Blossom is Cover
-parallel, although the implementation reported in [42] did
not exploit this. Because Covers are only associated with
defect vertices and defect vertices appear randomly on the
decoding graph, manipulations of a Cover may require in-
formation about non-neighboring Covers, which would re-
quire non-local connectivity between vertices if one tries to
achieve vertex-parallelism by associating a PU with each
vertex like Micro Blossom.

4.2 Algorithm of Parallel Dual-phase Operation
The key idea of Micro Blossom toward achieving vertex-
level parallelism is to maintain per-vertex information that
is updated locally so that manipulations of a Cover will only
require information associated with the vertices and edges
within the Cover . We use vertices to store the information of
Covers in a distributed manner while only storing the edge
weights on the edges. The algorithm is formally described
in Column 4 of Table 1.
Algorithm: Parallel Dual Operations Dual-phase opera-
tions can be implemented in parallel using information local
to PUs, according to Table 1 (Column 4).

We next succinctly present the mathematical notions and
theorems behind this algorithm.
Definition: Residual Distance. Given a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉

and a defect vertex 𝑢 ∈ 𝐷 from a decoding graph, we define
the Residual Distance as

𝑑𝑟 (𝑣,𝑢) =
∑︁

𝐴∈A(𝑢 )
𝑦𝐴 − Dist(𝑢, 𝑣)

Definition: Residue, Touches and Nodes. Given a ver-
tex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , we define the following states: Residue 𝑟𝑣 , Touches
𝑇𝑣 ⊆ 𝐷 , and Nodes 𝑁𝑣 ⊆ O∗.

𝑟𝑣 = max(0,max
𝑢∈𝐷

𝑑𝑟 (𝑣,𝑢))

𝑇𝑣 = arg max
𝑢∈𝐷 |𝑑𝑟 (𝑣,𝑢 )≥0

𝑑𝑟 (𝑣,𝑢)

𝑁𝑣 = { Root(𝑢) | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑇𝑣 }

InMicro Blossom, each vPUmaintains the Residue, Touches
and Nodes of the corresponding vertex. In addition, it also
records all the directions Δ𝑦𝑆 ,∀𝑆 ∈ 𝑁𝑣 . The complete PU
state is shown in Table 2.
Together, the per-vertex states maintained by all vPUs

constitute a distributed description of the Covers. Each vPU
5



Table 1. Dual-phase operations in Parity Blossom and its local algorithm in Micro Blossom. Column 3 describes each of the
dual-phase operations as explicated by [42]. Column 4 (local algorithm per PU) explains how Micro Blossom implements each
dual-phase operation with a process that only uses information local to the vertex or edge, states of itself and its neighbors.

Operation Arguments Description in Parity Blossom Local Algorithm on Parallel PUs in Micro Blossom
set Direction 𝑆 , Δ𝑦𝑆 update the direction of node 𝑆 , Δ𝑦𝑆 each vPU 𝑣 updates the direction Δ𝑦𝑆 if 𝑆 ∈ 𝑁𝑣

grow length 𝑙 grow the Covers of nodes 𝑆 by 𝑙 × Δ𝑦𝑆
each vPU 𝑣 sets 𝑟𝑣 ≔ max(0, 𝑟𝑣 + 𝑙 × max𝑆∈𝑁𝑣 Δ𝑦𝑆 ) ,

followed by one or more “update Cover” operations until stable

update Cover — update the boundary of the Covers

each vPU 𝑣 updates𝑇𝑣 and its corresponding 𝑁𝑣 as follows:
remove any 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇𝑣 if (𝑣 ≠ 𝑡 ) ∧ (�𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) : 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇𝑢 ∧ 𝑟𝑢 = 𝑟𝑣 + 𝑤𝑒 ) ;
then insert𝑇𝑣 ≔ 𝑇𝑣 ∪𝑇𝑢 for any 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 where 𝑟𝑢 = 𝑟𝑣 + 𝑤𝑒 .

It uses states from both vPU (𝑇𝑣, 𝑁𝑣, 𝑟𝑣 ) and ePU (𝑤𝑒 ).
merge Cover nodes {𝐶𝑖 } merge the Covers of {𝐶𝑖 } as the Cover of 𝑆 each vPU 𝑣 replaces every𝐶𝑖 with 𝑆 in 𝑁𝑣

split Cover node 𝑆 split 𝑆 ’s Cover into individual Covers of {𝐶𝑖 }
each vPU 𝑣 removes 𝑆 from 𝑁𝑣 ;

then for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑆 , if 𝑢 ∈ 𝑇𝑣 , insert Root(𝑢 ) into 𝑁𝑣

detect Conflict — find a Conflict between overlapping Covers;
otherwise find length 𝑙 ≥ 0 to grow

each ePU uses Theorem: Conflict Detection to detect Conflict on 𝑒 ;
each vPU/ePU uses Theorem: Local Length to Grow

to find a maximum length 𝑙 to grow without violating any constraint

Table 2. The PU states of both the original algorithm §4.2
and a more resource efficient algorithm §4.3.

PU Full State (§4.2) Compact State (§4.3) Compact Values

Vertex (𝑣) Touches (𝑇𝑣 ) unique-Touch (𝑡𝑣 ) [0, |𝑉 | ) or ∅
Nodes (𝑁𝑣 ) unique-Node (𝑛𝑣 ) [0, 2 |𝑉 | ) or ∅

Residue (𝑟𝑣 ) [0,max
∑
𝑤𝑒 ]

Directions
(Δ𝑦𝑆 , ∀𝑆 ∈ 𝑁𝑣 )

Direction (𝑠𝑣 = Δ𝑦𝑛𝑣 ) {+1, -1, 0}

Is Defect (𝑑𝑣 = (𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 )) {true, false}
Is Boundary (𝑏𝑣 ) {true, false}

Index (𝑖𝑣 ) [0, |𝑉 | )

Edge (𝑒) Weight (𝑤𝑒 ) [0,max𝑤𝑒 ]

knows whether its vertex belongs to the Cover of a node 𝑆
(𝑆 ∈ 𝑁𝑣), and if so, how far it is from the nearest boundary
(𝑟𝑣). An example is shown in Figure 6, where the vertex’s
state provides information on Covers that includes it.
We prove the following theorems. The first implies that

all Conflicts can be detected locally on each ePU of 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸

only using information local to 𝑒 and its incident vertices.
The second implies that the length of growth can be found
locally for each vPU and ePU.
Theorem: Conflict Detection. There is a Conflict between
nodes 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 ⇐⇒ ∃𝑒 = (𝑣1, 𝑣2) ∈ 𝐸, 𝑟𝑣1 +𝑟𝑣2 ≥ 𝑤𝑒 ∧ 𝑆1 ∈
𝑁𝑣1 ∧ 𝑆2 ∈ 𝑁𝑣2 ∧ Δ𝑦𝑆1 + Δ𝑦𝑆2 > 0.
The accelerator computes the right side of ⇐⇒ in the

above theorem in two steps: (i) each ePU computes (𝑟𝑣1+𝑟𝑣2 ≥
𝑤𝑒 ) ∧Δ𝑦𝑆1 +Δ𝑦𝑆2 > 0 for every 𝑆1 ∈ 𝑁𝑣1 , 𝑆2 ∈ 𝑁𝑣2 in parallel
and reports the result; (ii) the convergecast tree aggregates
results from all ePUs. We note that 𝑤𝑒 is local to the ePU
associated with 𝑒; 𝑟𝑣𝑖 , 𝑁𝑣𝑖 , and Δ𝑦𝑆𝑖 are local to the vPU
associated with 𝑣𝑖 , which is incident to 𝑒 .

When an ePU detects a Conflict in Step (i), it reports
(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑆1, 𝑆2, 𝑡1, 𝑡2) where 𝑡1 ∈ 𝑇𝑣1 , Root(𝑡1) = 𝑆1 and
𝑡2 ∈ 𝑇𝑣2 , Root(𝑡2) = 𝑆2. 𝑡1 and 𝑡2 exist due to the definition of
𝑁𝑣 . The convergecast tree picks an arbitrary Conflict (and its
report) out of all reported. The convergecast tree consists of
|𝐸 | − 1 multiplexers and incurs an 𝑂 (log |𝐸 |) latency. In this
way, when there exists any Conflict, the accelerator reports
at least one of them and thus implements the dual phase [42].
Theorem: Local Length to Grow.We can find a Conflict af-
ter𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) iterative “grow” operations of the following length
𝑙 using only local information for each vertex and edge:

𝑙 = min({𝑟𝑣 |𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , ∃𝑆 ∈ 𝑁𝑣,Δ𝑦𝑆 < 0}⋃{
𝑤𝑒− 𝑟𝑣1− 𝑟𝑣2

Δ𝑦𝑆1 + Δ𝑦𝑆2

|𝑒 =

(𝑣1, 𝑣2) ∈ 𝐸, ∃𝑆1 ≠ 𝑆2, 𝑆1 ∈ 𝑁𝑣1 , 𝑆2 ∈ 𝑁𝑣2 ,Δ𝑦𝑆1 + Δ𝑦𝑆2 > 0 })

In the accelerator, vPUs compute the left of
⋃

in the above
theorem while ePUs compute the right, both using local in-
formation. The PUs report their results via the convergecast
tree to compute the minimum 𝑙 , which consists of |𝑉 | + |𝐸 |−1
comparators and incurs an 𝑂 (log |𝐸 |) latency.

Together, the above two theorems indicate that per-vertex
states can replace Covers to detect Conflicts in the implemen-
tation of the blossom algorithm. Concretely, they lead to
the algorithm for the six dual-phase operations with local
information described in Table 1.

4.3 A More Resource-Efficient Algorithm
Although the local algorithm in Table 1 implements all dual-
phase operations with vertex and edge-level parallelism and
using only local information, it requires a large per-vertex
state for hardware implementation: both 𝑇𝑣 and 𝑁𝑣 require
𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) memory. In order to reduce resource usage for each
vPU, we further simplify the algorithm so that a vPU only
stores a unique Touch and Node for its vertex.
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Figure 6. Example of per-vertex states: 𝑟𝑣 , 𝑇𝑣 and 𝑁𝑣 . These
local vertex states allow individual vertex to know its posi-
tion relative to the Covers. A vertex 𝑣 is outside of any Cover
if and only if 𝑁𝑣 = 𝑇𝑣 = ∅. When 𝑇𝑣 ≠ ∅, then 𝑟𝑣 ≥ 0 is the
distance from the vertex to the nearest Cover boundary.

Definition: unique Touch and Node. The unique-Touch
𝑡𝑣 ∈ 𝐷 ∪ {∅} is a touch vertex 𝑢 ∈ 𝑇𝑣 whose node has the
maximum Δ𝑦Root(𝑢 ) , and the unique-Node 𝑛𝑣 = Root(𝑡𝑣) ∈
O∗ ∪ {∅} is the node of 𝑡𝑣 .

𝑡𝑣 =


𝑣, if 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷,

arg max𝑢∈𝑇𝑣 Δ𝑦 Root(𝑢 ) , else if 𝑇𝑣 ≠ ∅,
∅, otherwise.

By maintaining a single touch 𝑡𝑣 and node 𝑛𝑣 , we reduce
the state of vPU as summarized in Table 2 and the instruction
set that operates on it in Table 3.

Instruction set. As shown in Table 3, we design a com-
pact instruction set that represents each dual-phase opera-
tion in Table 1. Another inefficiency in §4.2 is that the “split
Cover” operation requires each vPU to maintain the hierar-
chical structure of the blossom. We mitigate this problem
by storing the blossom structure in the CPU and using a
single setCover(𝐶 , 𝑆) instruction to implement both “merge
Cover” and “split Cover” operations. Each vPU simply set
𝑛𝑣 ≔ 𝑆 if {𝑡𝑣} = 𝐶 or 𝑛𝑣 = 𝐶 upon receiving “set Cover”.

Compact PUs. We implement this resource-efficient algo-
rithm using a compact state per vertex and edge as shown in
Table 2 and combinational logic with a fixed CPI (clock per
instruction) of 1. This combinational logic takes the current
state from the registers of its neighboring vertices and edges.
Then it outputs the next state that is captured by the regis-
ters and fed as input in the next clock cycle. All PUs share
the same clock and run synchronously. In surface code, the
number of registers or gates scales with 𝑂 ( |𝑉 | polylog|𝑉 |),
as detailed in §8.4.

5 Accelerating Primal Phase
As described in §4, Micro Blossom accelerates the dual phase
with parallel PUs while keeping the primal phase in soft-
ware, running on a CPU. As a result, the CPU and accelerator

Table 3. Instruction set of the dual-phase accelerator. The
indices of the blossoms are encoded in 15 bits, which sup-
ports 214 = 16384 vertices (𝑑 ≤ 31). The instruction word
can be further extended.

Instruction Arguments Instruction Word (32 bits)

reset — | |1001|00|
set Direction 𝑆,Δ𝑦𝑆 | S [31:17] |dir [16:15] 0|00|

grow 𝑙 | l [31:6] |1101|00|
set Cover 𝐶, 𝑆 | C [31:17] | S [16:2] |01|

find Conflict — | |0001|00|
load Defects custom | custom[31:6] |0111|00|

frequently interact during the decoding process, which sig-
nificantly contributes to the decoding latency. One major
source of such interactions is when the dual phase (run-
ning on the accelerator) detects a Conflict, the primal phase
(running on the CPU) must resolve it. We reduce the fre-
quency of such interactions by postponing the handling of
a common type of Conflicts and derive their matchings in
parallel. We first provide background (§5.1) and demonstrate
a resource-efficient, 𝑂 (1) time implementation of detecting
and handling such Conflicts on parallel PUs (§5.2).

5.1 Background
When the dual phase detects a Conflict, the primal phase
manipulates the alternating trees and the matched pairs fol-
lowing a set of rules [24]. It does three things. (i) it changes
some primal variables 𝑥𝑒 . (ii) It changes the direction (Δ𝑦𝑆 )
for the nodes involved (See §2 Blossom Algorithm). (iii) it
may create new blossoms or expand existing blossoms. In
Micro Blossom, the primal phase (running the CPU) sends
the “set Direction” and “set Cover” instructions to the
accelerator as a consequence of (ii) and (iii), respectively.

There is a special type of Conflict that requires much sim-
pler primal phase operations. We call them isolated Conflicts.
Isolated Conflicts are results of isolated errors whose neigh-
boring error sources are normal, as shown in Figure 7a where
errors are represented by blue edges in the decoding graph.
With ever-improving physical qubits, isolated errors are com-
mon. Importantly, when the physical error rates vary little,
i.e., min 𝑝 > (max𝑝)2, an isolated physical error always
leads to one isolated Conflict. An isolated Conflict happens
when the Cover of a node {𝑣} incident of an isolated error
(represented by edge 𝑒) grows into that of the other node
{𝑢} incident of 𝑒 , which can be either a defect vertex (Fig-
ure 7b) or a virtual vertex (Figure 7c), before they touch any
other Covers. When an isolated Conflict happens, the primal
phase’s three operations are much simpler. (i) it sets 𝑥𝑔 to 1,
where 𝑔 is the edge between 𝑢 and 𝑣 in the syndrome graph.
(ii) it sets Δ𝑦{𝑣} (and Δ𝑦{𝑢} in the case of Figure 7b) to 0. The
primal phase does not do anything for (iii). Our key insight
is that if an isolated Conflict remains isolated at the end of
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(a) Random Errors.

𝑢
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𝑒

(b) Regular Edge.

𝑢

𝑣
𝑒

𝑢1 𝑢2

𝑢3

(c) Boundary Edge.

Figure 7. (a) Isolated errors often (but not always) lead to
isolated Conflicts. (b) When the isolated error does not hap-
pen on the boundary, it results in a pair of defect vertices, 𝑢
and 𝑣 . (c) When the isolated error happens at the boundary
of the surface code, it results in a defect vertex 𝑣 , next to
a virtual vertex 𝑢 (marked yellow). When the dual phase
grows Cover({𝑣}) and (Cover({𝑢}) in (b)), they are likely to
touch each other, before Covers of any other defect vertices,
which are farther away. This results in an isolated Conflict,
which Micro Blossom treats efficiently. Parity Blossom treats
a virtual vertex as a defect vertex whose Cover never grows.

the algorithm, it can be incorporated into the final MWPM
trivially: 𝑔, the edge between 𝑢 and 𝑣 in the syndrome graph,
should be in the MWPM. That is, the accelerator does not
need to report an isolated Conflict at all. When one of the
involved Covers touches another Cover during the course of
the algorithm, leading to a non-isolated Conflict, the accel-
erator will report this new Conflict to the CPU, which will
discover the previously unreported Conflict from the report.

5.2 Accelerated Handling of Isolated Conflict
We next describe how Micro Blossom detects and handles
some common isolated Conflicts using parallel PUs, without
invoking the CPU. Because not all isolated Conflicts can
be detected by PUs using local information only, we must
narrow down to those that can be.

Parallel ePU Logic for Detecting Isolated Conflicts.
For an ePU to detect if an isolated Conflict happens on its
edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣), it must tell if {𝑢} and {𝑣} are both nodes and
𝐶𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 ({𝑢}) and 𝐶𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 ({𝑣}) touch other Covers. In general,
this is impossible only with information local to the ePU
(the local states of vPUs of its incident vertices). Our key
idea is to only consider those isolated Conflicts in which
whether𝐶𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 ({𝑢}) and𝐶𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 ({𝑣}) touch other Covers can
be detected using information local to each ePU. We have
identified two kinds of such isolated Conflicts.

The first kind is illustrated by Figure 7b where an isolated
error happens away from the surface code boundary and
leads to a pair of defect vertices whose other neighbors are
non-defect.We define 𝑡𝑒 ≔ (𝑟𝑢+𝑟𝑣 ≥ 𝑤𝑒 ) indicates whether 𝑒
is tight. 𝑞𝑣 indicates whether 𝑒 is the only tight edge incident
to 𝑣 , which can be computed by 𝑣 ’s vPU. We detect such

isolated Conflicts using the following condition.

𝑚r
𝑒 ≔ 𝑡𝑒 ∧ (𝑑𝑢 ∧ 𝑞𝑢 ∧ 𝑠𝑢 > 0) ∧ (𝑑𝑣 ∧ 𝑞𝑣 ∧ 𝑠𝑣 > 0) (1)

However, the above condition is not effective for an edge
𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) on the boundary of the surface code, as illustrated
by Figure 7c. This is because Cover({𝑣}) likely also touches
the neighboring regular vertices {𝑢𝑖 }. Thus, we have to detect
isolated Conflicts using the vPU states from all {𝑢𝑖 }, which
is more expensive than Equation 1.

𝑚b
𝑒 ≔ 𝑡𝑒∧𝑏𝑢∧(𝑠𝑣 > 0)∧𝑑𝑣 ∧

𝑒′∈𝐸 (𝑣)−𝑒
(𝑢′,𝑣)=𝑒′

[¬𝑡𝑒′ ∨ (¬𝑑𝑢′ ∧ 𝑞𝑢′ )] (2)

In summary, in Micro Blossom, ePUs corresponding to
regular and boundary edges use Equation 1 and Equation 2
as sufficient conditions to detect isolated Conflicts in parallel.

Parallel Handling of Isolated Conflict. Once an ePU
detects an isolated Conflict, its detection logic 𝑚𝑒 is true,
which temporarily signifies that the corresponding edge 𝑔
in the syndrome graph should be included in the matching
and 𝑥𝑔 should be set as 1. It sets Δ𝑦{𝑣} and Δ𝑦{𝑢} to 0 so
there will be no change to 𝑦{𝑣} and 𝑦{𝑢} . These correspond
to primal operations (i) and (ii) described in §5.1.
During the process of the algorithm, if another Cover

touches that of {𝑣} (or that of {𝑢} in the case of Figure 7b),
a non-isolated Conflict happens.𝑚𝑒 will turn false and some
ePU will report the new Conflict to the primal phase on the
CPU, which will also find out the unreported Conflict on 𝑒 .

When the algorithm ends, if the Conflict on edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣)
remains isolated, the accelerator trivially includes 𝑔, the edge
between 𝑢 and 𝑣 in the syndrome graph, in the MWPM.

6 Round-wise Fusion for Stream Decoding
To further reduce decoding latency, Micro Blossom processes
the syndrome in a stream manner, starting the decoding pro-
cess as soon as a measurement round arrives. We provide
background on the fusion operation in §6.1, which enables
stream decoding. We describe round-wise fusion that per-
forms intra-block fusion to further lower decoding latency,
as detailed in §6.2. Additionally, we extend the local Conflict
detection algorithm to support round-wise fusion in §6.3.

6.1 Background
As shown in Figure 5, syndrome data for a 𝑑 ×𝑑 surface code
comes in a series of 𝑑 measurement rounds with a fixed inter-
val (about 1𝜇𝑠 for superconducting qubits). Stream decoding
treats the decoding problem as an incremental optimization
problem: instead of waiting for all 𝑑 rounds to solve them as
a single batch, stream decoding can start decoding as soon
as the first round arrives and incrementally incorporates a
newly arrived round into the solution. If properly designed,
a stream decoder finds a final solution identical to that of a
batch decoder.
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Fusion Blossom [42] is such a stream decoder based on
Parity Blossom and the concept of fusion. It divides the de-
coding graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) into two non-overlapping sub-
graphs 𝐺1 = (𝑉1, 𝐸1) and 𝐺2 = (𝑉2, 𝐸2), and a set of vertices
𝑉𝑏 = 𝑉 \𝑉1 \𝑉2, which form a boundary between𝐺1 and𝐺2.
It finds the MWPMs for 𝐺1 and 𝐺2 separately using Parity
Blossom and fuses them into the MWPM for 𝐺 by consider-
ing the boundary vertices 𝑉𝑏 . This divide-fusion process can
be applied recursively so that Parity Blossom is only invoked
on a subgraph of a manageable size. Fusion Blossom differs
from other stream decoding methods, such as window decod-
ing [6, 12, 23, 32, 34], in that it does not compromise decoding
accuracy or introduce redundant computation. In [42], the
authors considered the smallest subgraphs that consist of
multiple measurement rounds.
Micro Blossom adopts the same approach to implement

stream decoding but considers a novel, extreme case where
𝐺1 = (𝑉1, 𝐸1) consists of all measurement rounds received
before the latest, 𝐺2 = (𝑉2, 𝐸2) is empty, and the boundary
𝑉𝑏 includes vertices in the latest measurement round. We
call this strategy round-wise fusion.

6.2 Round-wise Fusion
Round-wise fusion incrementally finds the global MWPM by
fusing a newly arrived measurement round into the partial
MWPM of previously received rounds. Its global optimality
is guaranteed per Fusion Blossom [42].
As the accelerator features a 𝑑 × 𝑑 × 𝑑 array of vPUs,

when the first round arrives, the accelerator loads it into
the first layer (1 × 𝑑 × 𝑑) and solves it. When the second
round arrives, the accelerator loads it into the second layer
(2 × 𝑑 × 𝑑). It treats the first layer as 𝐺1, the second layer as
the boundary 𝑉𝑏 , and𝐺2 = ∅, and performs the fusion. This
process continues until all 𝑑 rounds have been processed.

Micro Blossom implements the above process in𝑂 (1) time
simply by manipulating the vPU state 𝑏𝑣 , which indicates
whether the associated vertex 𝑣 is a boundary vertex. It sets
𝑏𝑣 to true if the vPU is unloaded; as a result, it treats 𝑣 as
a virtual vertex in the fusion operation [42]. Each vPU is
assigned a layer ID according to its position in the 3D array.
At the outset, 𝑏𝑣 of all vPUs is set to true. When a new
round of syndrome is available, the controller issues a “load
Defects” instruction with the layer ID. Upon receiving this
instruction, the vPUs with the matching layer ID load the
defect bit 𝑑𝑣 and set 𝑏𝑣 to false.
To perform the fusion, the only additional logic is in the

software (CPU) that breaks all existing matchings with the
fusion boundary, which are originally virtual vertices in the
newly arrived layer [42]. Then Micro Blossom continues to
resolve the new Conflicts and to find the optimal solution for
the fused decoding graph.

6.3 Handling Isolated Conflict
We next extend the parallel detection of isolated Conflicts
(§5.2) to round-wise fusion. From §5.2, we know that detect-
ing isolated Conflicts for boundary edges (Equation 2) is more
expensive than that for regular edges (Equation 1). Without
round-wise fusion, boundary edges are relatively rare and
as a result, add little to the overall overhead. However, with
round-wise fusion, every edge must be a boundary edge at
least once. As a result, the high cost of detecting isolated
Conflicts on the boundary edges becomes problematic.

Our key insight toward mitigating this problem is that the
logic for boundary edges is complicated because Cover(𝑣)
may touch other vertices, i.e., 𝑢2 and 𝑢3 in Figure 7c, be-
fore touching the Cover of a virtual vertex (𝑢). By temporar-
ily reducing the weights of edges connected to the fusion
boundary𝑉𝑏 , isolated Conflict likely happens on these edges
without Cover(𝑣) interacting with other vertices. Once 𝑏𝑣
becomes false, the ePUs restore the original edge weights,
ensuring that the final solution remains intact after all vPUs
have loaded the syndrome.
Based on the above idea, we design a more resource-

efficient logic to detect isolated Conflicts during round-wise
fusion, replacing that of Equation 2. For an edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣)
where vertex𝑢 has a layer ID higher than that of 𝑣 , we define
the isolated Conflict condition𝑚f

𝑒 . First, we define the con-
cept of non-volatile tightness 𝑡 ′𝑒 , which ignores temporary
tight edges when 𝑢 is still virtual: 𝑡 ′𝑒 ≔ ¬𝑏𝑢 ∧ (𝑟𝑢 + 𝑟𝑣 ≥ 𝑤𝑒 ).
Next, we define ∅𝑣 ≔ (0 =

∑
𝑒∈𝐸 (𝑣) 𝑡

′
𝑒 ), which checks if ver-

tex 𝑣 has no non-volatile tight edges surrounding it. The
condition𝑚f

𝑒 holds when 𝑢 is virtual and {𝑣} is a growing
node without any non-volatile tight edge incident to 𝑣 .

𝑚f
𝑒 := 𝑡𝑒 ∧ 𝑏𝑢 ∧ (𝑠𝑣 > 0) ∧ 𝑑𝑣 ∧ ∅𝑣 (3)

When the physical error rates vary little, like those in
§5.1, we can again demonstrate that every physical error
results in one isolated Conflict. By combining accelerator-
based handling of isolated Conflicts with round-wise fusion,
the average number of defects processed by the CPU is re-
duced from𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑3) to𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑2), assuming 𝑝 is small and the
decoding speed exceeds the measurement rate. The 𝑑-fold
reduction results from the fact that the decoder focuses on a
constant number of recent measurement rounds.

7 System Implementation
We prototype Micro Blossom with a Xilinx VMK180 evalu-
ation board. The heterogeneous architecture involves two
parts: the software running on an ARM Cortex-A72 CPU in
the processing subsystem (PS) and the hardware accelerator
implemented in the programmable logic (PL). The CPU ac-
cesses the hardware accelerator via an internal 64-bit AXI4
bus between the PL and the PS.
Software: We implement the software with 2.7k lines of

embedded Rust code. Our implementation eschews dynamic
9



memory and is suitable for embedded CPUs and potentially
for high-level synthesis (HLS) to achieve further speedup.
Hardware: We implement the accelerator using Spinal-

HDL [29], an open-source hardware description language
(HDL) library that offers fine-grained register-transfer level
(RTL) control along with high-level language features such
as type checking and abstracted bus protocols. With Spinal-
HDL, one implements a hardware module in a Scala class
that can be parameterized.
Our implementation consists of 4.5k lines of Scala code.

We implement the top-level hardware accelerator module as
a Scala class, which in turn uses 19 other modules such as
vPU and ePU (also implemented as Scala classes). The top
module takes as input a JSON file that describes the decoding
graph. To implement the accelerator for a different decoding
graph, one only needs to provide a JSON file and SpinalHDL
will automatically generate synthesizable Verilog code for
the accelerator using our implementation. We use Xilinx’s
Vivado [22] tool to generate the FPGA bitstream.

Microarchitecture: The accelerator implements the com-
binational logic described in §4 to §6 with pipelining to
achieve a high clock frequency. As shown in Figure 8, the im-
plementation used in our evaluation employs three pipeline
stages:

• The Pre-Match stage detects isolated Conflicts using
Equation 1 to Equation 3 and determines which ver-
tices are pre-matched to another, i.e., distributedly
handles the isolated Conflicts on vPUs by temporarily
setting 𝑠𝑣 = 0 for those pre-matched vertices.

• The Execute stage locally executes the instruction (Ta-
ble 3) on each vPU, potentially leaving the vPU state
invalid.

• The Update stage then rectifies the vPU state by prop-
agating the vertex states according to the definition
in Table 2.

We highlight three important aspects of this microarchitec-
tural design. First, all PUs execute the same instruction in a
synchronous manner. A PU only interacts with its neighbors.
Second, for an ideal clock speed, we use post-synthesis tim-
ing analysis to ensure that each stage has approximately the
same logic delay. Finally, our Scala implementation allows
easy modification of the pipeline depth, supporting up to 11
stages, which could be beneficial when a higher clock speed
is necessary.
While adding pipeline does not reduce the decoding la-

tency, it improves decoding throughput by allowing the ac-
celerator to multiplex across multiple independent decod-
ing tasks. In our prototype, the accelerator supports con-
text switching with a depth of up to 1024 and its controller
includes a response buffer. Normally, the CPU must wait
when reading a response from the accelerator given a con-
text ID. With the response buffer, the CPU can issue multi-
ple “find Conflict” instructions of different contexts. The
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Figure 8.Microarchitecture of Micro Blossom Accelerator,
showing two neighboring PUs (one vPU and the other ePU).
The computation involves three pipeline stages: Pre-Match
(PM), Execute (EX) and Update (UP), with additional clock
cycles for synchronous Fetch (FE) and Write (WR).

buffer stores the responses and returns the buffered entry if
no other instruction invalidates the entry. In this setup, the
CPU becomes the bottleneck due to blocking reads, which
could be alleviated by using Direct Memory Access (DMA).

8 Evaluation
We evaluate our prototype of Micro Blossom to answer the
following questions.

• Correctness: Is it an exact MWPM decoder? (§8.1)
• Latency: How long does it take from receiving the last
round of measurement to decoding finishes? (§8.2)

• Effective Accuracy: What is the logical error rate of a
circuit considering latency-induced idle errors? (§8.3)

• Scalability: What limits the maximum code distance
that achieves sub-𝜇𝑠 latency and how to scale up?
(§8.4)

8.1 Setup
We first test the correctness of the prototype on various types
of decoding graphs and verify its optimality by comparing
its results with those of a known exact MWPM decoder [42]
(see §A.6).

For the rest of the evaluation, we focus on surface codes
with circuit-level noise like the one shown in Figure 1c with a
measurement cycle of 1 𝜇s. We set the maximum edge weight
to 14, sufficient to distinguish 𝑝𝑒 from 0.1% to 0.3% assuming
max𝑝𝑒 = 0.1%, while using only 4 bits.
We use Parity Blossom [42] running on the Apple M1

Max CPU as the baseline. We choose Parity Blossom, instead
of Sparse Blossom [17], as the baseline for three reasons.
First, while Sparse Blossom has the lowest decoding latency
reported for MWPM decoders, Parity Blossom is a very close
second, with only 2x longer latency. Second, Micro Blossom
is logically equivalent to Parity Blossom, which does not
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Figure 9. Decoding latency of circuit-level noise model. In
the top row, we plot the average decoding latency with dif-
ferent code distances and physical error rates. With 𝑝 = 0.1%,
Micro Blossom achieves sub-𝜇𝑠 latency at 𝑑 < 15. In the bot-
tom row, we plot the decoding latency distribution of 𝑑 = 9,
𝑝 = 0.1%, each accumulating 1000 logical errors (2.5 × 108

samples with a logical error rate of 𝑝𝐿 = 4.1 × 10−6). The
plot is in log-log scale, to show several orders of magnitude
differences in latency and probability.

implement some important optimizations used by Sparse
Blossom. Although these optimizations help Sparse Blossom
achieve the lowest decoding latency, we find that they are
difficult to accelerate with hardware. Third, the authors of
Sparse Blossom report its decoding latency for various 𝑑
using the same Apple M1 Max CPU, allowing for direct
comparison when necessary. For example, Micro Blossom
achieves 8× lower decoding latency for 𝑑 = 13 and 𝑝 = 0.1%
compared to Sparse Blossom. Note that we only evaluate the
CPU wall time in the baseline evaluation, excluding the I/O
latency to the quantum controller, which is typically more
than 0.8 𝜇s [20, 28]. On the other hand, the evaluation of
Micro Blossom includes all I/O latency between the CPU and
the accelerator.

8.2 Decoding Latency
We measure the end-to-end decoding latency from the time
the syndrome is ready to the time a correction bit is available.
We evaluated both the average decoding latency and the
distribution in Figure 9.
Micro Blossom reduces the average decoding latency, es-

pecially with a low physical error rate, as shown in Fig-
ure 9. This is because it has a better asymptotic average time
complexity of 𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑2 + 1) compared to Parity Blossom’s
𝑂 (𝑝𝑑3 + 1). However, Micro Blossom runs at a lower clock
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Figure 10. With 𝑝 = 0.1%, (a) the three key ideas in §3
reduce the decoding latency by 17x compared to Parity Blos-
som; (b) stream decoding at 𝑑 = 9 with round-wise fusion
achieves a constant decoding latency regardless of measure-
ment rounds.

frequency and includes I/O latency, and thus has a larger
latency floor than the software baseline. We analyze the
scaling of clock frequencies in §8.4.

We further study the distribution of the decoding latency
to show our 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |3) worst-case time complexity improve-
ment over the software𝑂 ( |𝑉 |4) [17].We define𝑘-tolerant cut-
off latency 𝐿𝑘cutoff, such that the probability P(𝐿 ≥ 𝐿𝑘cutoff) =
𝑘𝑝𝐿 . By cutting off at a latency of 𝐿𝑘cutoff, the logical error
rate is at most (1 + 𝑘)𝑝𝐿 . Clearly, 𝐿𝑘=0

cutoff corresponds to the
worst-case decoding time. For practical purposes, 𝑘 does not
have to be 0. We show the cutoff latency for 𝑘 ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 1}
in Figure 9, corresponding to logical error rates of at most
1.01𝑝𝐿 , 1.1𝑝𝐿 and 2𝑝𝐿 , respectively. Apart from improving
average decoding latency, Micro Blossom also significantly
enhances 𝑘-cutoff latency by orders of magnitude compared
to the software MWPM decoder. We also fit a probability
density function 𝑃 (𝐿) which shows that higher latencies are
exponentially unlikely.

We also evaluate the improvement of individual key ideas
from §4 to §6, namely parallel dual phase, parallel primal
phase, and round-wise fusion. As shown in Figure 10a, com-
pared to the baseline of the software MWPM decoder, the
key ideas improve the decoding latency by 2.0x, 4.2x and 2.0x,
respectively. Together, Micro Blossom reduces the decoding
latency by 17x. In particular, round-wise fusion (§6) allows
the decoder to focus on a few recent rounds, as shown in
Figure 10b. This opens up the possibility to build an acceler-
ator with PUs of a constant number of measurement rounds
instead of scaling with 𝑑 .

8.3 Effective Logical Error Rate
We define effective logical error rate 𝑝eff

𝐿
that includes idle

errors accumulated while waiting for the decoded result. If
there is no logical feedforward, then decoding can be per-
formed offline, and 𝑝eff

𝐿
= 𝑝𝐿 . However, logical feedforward

is necessary, as explained in §2. We use the logical circuit in
Figure 4 as an example. If a decoding process takes latency
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Figure 11. The ratio of additional logical error rate compared
to 𝑝𝐿 of a zero-latencyMWPM decoder (𝑝eff

𝐿
/𝑝MWPM

𝐿
−1). The

green region shows the best decoder (lowest ratio) under
specific 𝑝 and 𝑑 .

𝐿 to finish, then 𝑝eff
𝐿

= 𝑝𝐿 (1 + 𝐿/𝑑). Suppose that the latency
distribution is described by a probability density function
𝑃 (𝐿) where

∫
𝑃 (𝐿)𝑑𝐿 = 1. The overall effective logical error

rate is then 𝑝eff
𝐿

=
∫
𝑝𝐿 (1+𝐿/𝑑)𝑃 (𝐿)𝑑𝐿 = 𝑝𝐿 (1+𝐿/𝑑) where

𝐿 =
∫
𝐿 𝑃 (𝐿)𝑑𝐿 is the average decoding latency. Thus, the

effective logical error rate is only dependent on the average
decoding latency, not the worst-case latency.
We compare Micro Blossom against Parity Blossom and

Helios [25, 26], the fastest Union-Find decoder to date. As
shown in Figure 11, Micro Blossom achieves the best 𝑝eff

𝐿
in

most conditions, except that Helios is better at very high 𝑝

and 𝑑 and Parity Blossom is better at very low 𝑝 and 𝑑 .

8.4 Scalability: Resource and Clock
We analyze the scalability of Micro Blossom in supporting
larger code distance 𝑑 while achieving sub-𝜇𝑠 decoding la-
tency. Micro Blossom, especially its accelerator, can be lim-
ited by (i) available parallel compute resources and (ii) fea-
sible clock frequency. (i) As shown in Table 4, the major re-
source bottleneck in our prototype is the FPGA logic, where
it consumes 867 k LUTs out of 900 k available on the VMK180
board to support 𝑑 = 15. The currently largest Xilinx SoC
VP1902 features 8.5× 106 LUTs, which supports up to 𝑑 = 31
given the 𝑂 (𝑑3 polylog(𝑑)) resource scaling. One potential
way to support even larger 𝑑 is to use context switching like
that in [26] to time-multiplex a vPU (ePU) between multiple
vertices (edges), at the cost of slightly higher resource usage
and decoding latency. (ii) To achieve sub-𝜇𝑠 decoding latency
at 𝑑 = 15, the clock frequency must be at least 68 MHz to
catch up with the𝑂 (𝑝2𝑑2+1) decoding time scaling (§6). This
clock frequency is beyond the reach of commercially avail-
able FPGAs but achievable if the accelerator is implemented
in ASIC [4, 30, 36, 37].

Table 4. Resource usage and maximum clock frequency. The
resource usage scales with 𝑂 (𝑑3 polylog(𝑑)).

𝑑 3 5 7 9 11 13 15

|𝑉 | 24 90 224 450 792 1274 1920
|𝐸 | 39 245 763 1737 3311 5629 8835

CPU Mem 1.4 kB 5.4 kB 13 kB 27 kB 48 kB 76 kB 115 kB

vPU Mem 19 b 24 b 27 b 29 b 32 b 34 b 34 b
ePU Mem 4 b 4 b 4 b 4 b 4 b 4 b 4 b
FPGA Mem 0.6 kb 3.1 kb 9.1 kb 20 kb 39 kb 66 kb 101 kb

LUTs 4.0 k 21 k 66 k 156 k 314 k 553 k 867 k
Freq (MHz) 170 141 107 93 77 62 43

We can further push the limit using the insight from Fig-
ure 10b: the decoder only needs to focus on a constant num-
ber of recent measurement rounds. The constant is calculated
based on themeasurement rate, physical error rate, and accel-
erator clock frequency. In this case, the resource usage only
scales with 𝑂 (𝑑2 polylog(𝑑)) instead of 𝑂 (𝑑3 polylog(𝑑)).

9 Related Work
Hardware Union-Find (UF) decoder. We are inspired

by Helios [25], a low-latency UF decoder implemented on
FPGA. Helios also associates a processing unit with each
vertex and therefore achieves the same level of parallelism
as Micro Blossom. However, the UF decoder approximates
the blossom algorithm [40]. Such approximation makes it
much more amenable to a complete parallel realization at
the cost of lower decoding accuracy. CC Decoder [4] is an-
other hardware UF decoder that is highly resource-efficient,
using a dedicated hardware unit to speed up a sequential
algorithm. There are other hardware UF decoders, but they
lack evaluation data from actual implementation [8].

Hardware approximate MWPM decoder. Astrea [38]
and Promatch [3] are hardware-acceleratedMWPMdecoders
that achieve roughly the same accuracy of MWPM decoding
under certain conditions. They decode simple syndromes
below certain Hamming weights, which implicitly assumes
small code sizes and low physical error rates. For example, at
𝑑 = 13 and 𝑝 = 0.1%, their approximation leads to more than
13.9× higher logical error rate [3]. Achieving high decoding
accuracy and low decoding latency at the same time is chal-
lenging. An important insight from [38] is that the blossom
algorithm is too complex for hardware implementation. In-
stead of implementing a full hardware blossom algorithm,
Micro Blossom accelerates part of the algorithm in hardware.

Exploiting locality in syndrome data. Micro Blossom
leverages the fact that defect vertices are often matched lo-
cally in anMWPM solution (§5). The Clique decoder [31] and
the Lazy decoder [9] also exploit it to lower the bandwidth
requirement and to accelerate MWPM decoding. However,
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both decoders treat the MWPM decoder as a black box. As
a result, Lazy becomes less effective at reducing bandwidth
for 𝑑 ≥ 15 with 𝑝 = 0.1% [9], while Clique sacrifices log-
ical error rate by over 10x at 𝑑 ≥ 11 with 𝑝 = 0.1% [31].
In contrast, Micro Blossom achieves better scalability and
optimal decoding accuracy by integrating the locality-aware
optimizations into the blossom algorithm itself. Notably, Mi-
cro Blossom achieves a reduced bandwidth of 𝑂 (𝑝2 |𝑉 | + 1)
compared to the original syndrome data of 𝑂 (𝑝 |𝑉 | + 1), and
remains effective at reducing bandwidth requirements for
arbitrarily large code distances.

Software MWPM decoder. Sparse Blossom [17] and Fu-
sion Blossom [42] achieve an almost linear average decoding
time of 𝑂 (𝑝 |𝑉 |). They maintain clusters on the decoding
graph instead of on the syndrome graph [40], similar to that
in the Union-Find decoder [11]. Although coarse-grained
parallelization [42] of the blossom algorithm improves the
throughput of MWPM decoding, it cannot lower the decod-
ing latency at the microsecond level.

10 Concluding Remarks
This paper presents Micro Blossom, a heterogeneous archi-
tecture for exact MWPM decoding in QEC. Micro Blossom
employs 𝑂 ( |𝑉 |) parallel processing units to accelerate the
decoding of common cases while leaving the complex de-
coding logic and data structures to software. Using Micro
Blossom, we show for the first time that exact MWPM de-
coding can reach sub-𝜇𝑠 decoding latency for 𝑑 = 13 and
𝑝 = 0.1%, an important step towards useful fault-tolerant
quantum computation.
We note that the key ideas employed in Micro Blossom

can be useful to accelerate QEC decoders targeting more
general quantum LDPC codes, which represent decoding
graphs with hypergraphs. Our insight is that these decoders
can also exploit locality [10, 18, 43]. By handling the common
and simple cases using parallel PUs and delegating only rare
and complex cases to software, these decoders can achieve
higher throughput and lower latency.

There are several ways to further improve the Micro Blos-
som decoder. First, one can improve resource efficiency via
context switching (§7) and new microarchitectural designs
such as coarse-grained PUs [44]. Second, in addition to of-
floading isolated Conflict handling to hardware as described
in §5, one can further offload simple alternating tree struc-
tures to hardware to reduce latency and CPU usage.
More importantly, Micro Blossom as reported here sup-

ports a single logical qubit. To perform useful quantum com-
puting, we must extend it to support multiple logical qubits
and logical gates [5]. In particular, one must address several
system-level research challenges. Operating on top of the
Micro Blossom decoder, an operating system-like controller
must dynamically configure the decoder to handle a dynamic
decoding graph with growing rounds of measurements in

a streaming manner. A promising approach is to translate
quantum gate instructions into decoding blocks [41] and
support dynamic inter-block fusions, which complements
the intra-block fusion described in §6. Operating below the
Micro Blossom decoder, the quantum control stack must
interface with the decoder efficiently to load and route syn-
drome data at Terabit/s [9]. This requires an optimized data
plane with low-latency communication protocols in order
to sustain real-time error correction.
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A Artifact
A.1 Abstract
This artifact provides the source code for generating, simu-
lating, and evaluating the Micro Blossom design on FPGAs,
with software in Rust and hardware description in Scala
(which generates Verilog). The artifact includes the follow-
ing four experiments:

1. Generating synthesizable Verilog modules from arbi-
trary decoding graphs.

2. Correctness verification using Verilator [33] (§9.1).
3. Resource estimationwith the Vivado Design Suite [22]

(reproducing Table 4 in §9.4).
4. Decoding speed on Xilinx VMK180 board [21] (repro-

ducing Figure 9 in §9.2 and Figure 10a in §9.3).

A.2 Artifact check-list (meta-information)
• Program: Micro Blossom [39]
• Compilation: Docker [27], (optional) Vivado Design

Suite [22]
• Hardware: x86-64 PC, (optional) VMK180 Evaluation

Board [21]
• Howmuchdisk space required (approximately)?: 50GB
• How much time is needed to prepare workflow (ap-

proximately)?: 20 minutes
• How much time is needed to complete experiments

(approximately)?: 2 hours
• Publicly available?: Yes [39]
• Code licenses (if publicly available)?: MIT License
• Archived (provide DOI)?: 10.5281/zenodo.14773458

A.3 Description
A.3.1 How to access. The source code and original data
are available at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14773458. Al-
ternatively, one can find the source codewithout trace data or
Vivado projects at https://github.com/yuewuo/micro-blossom/
releases/tag/ae.

A.3.2 Hardware dependencies. Any x86-64 PC can per-
form Verilog generation, correctness verification, and data
plotting from trace files. A full rerun of all Vivado projects
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and data traces requires at least 64 GB of memory and a
VMK180 Evaluation Board [21].

A.3.3 Software dependencies. Only Docker is required.
Optionally, Vivado Design Suite v2023.2 [22] can be installed
to build FPGA projects from scratch.

A.4 Installation
1. Download at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14773458.
2. Extract (tar -xvzf micro-blossom.tar.gz) (5min).
3. Move onto the folder (cd micro-blossom).
4. Build the image (docker build -t 'mbi' .) (10min).
5. Create a container (docker run -itd --name 'mb'

-v .:/root/micro-blossom 'mbi').
6. Access the container (docker exec -it mb bash). All

the following experiments assume the docker bash
environment.

A.5 Experiment 1. Verilog Generation

Experiment workflow

1 # 1. generate some decoding graphs (2min)
2 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/src/cpu/blossom/
3 cargo run -r --bin generate_example_graphs
4 # 2. generate Verilog given a graph (1min)
5 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/
6 sbt "runMain

microblossom.MicroBlossomBusGenerator --graph
resources/graphs/example_d3.json"

↩→
↩→

7 # 3. open the generated Verilog module
8 less ./gen/MicroBlossomBus.v

Evaluation and expected results
The experiment generates a Verilog file from a decoding

graph described in a JSON file. Users can specify other ex-
ample decoding graphs from the “resources/graphs” folder
or provide any custom decoding graph in the same format.
The expected Verilog file follows this structure:

1 // Generator : SpinalHDL v1.9.3 git head : 029104c7...
2 // Component : MicroBlossomBus
3 `timescale 1ns/1ps
4
5 module MicroBlossomBus (
6 input s0_awvalid,
7 output reg s0_awready,
8 input [22:0] s0_awaddr,
9 ...
10 ); ...
11
12 module Edge_1 (
13 input io_message_valid,
14 input [11:0] io_message_instruction,
15 ...
16 output io_conflict_valid
17 ); ...
18
19 module Vertex_1 (
20 input io_message_valid,
21 input [11:0] io_message_instruction,
22 ...
23 ); ...

A.6 Experiment 2. Correctness Verification
We implement our design in both Rust and Scala. To verify
correctness, each test command runs randomized verification
across various QEC configurations:

• QEC codes: quantum repetition code and rotated sur-
face code.

• code distances: between 3 and 19.
• noise models: code-capacity noise, phenomenological
noise, and circuit-level noise.

• physical error rates: 0.1%, 0.3%, 1%, 3%, 0.1, 0.3, 0.499.

Experiment workflow
1 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/src/cpu/blossom/
2 # Rust simulator (cycle-accurate, but no AXI4)
3 cargo run -r test paper-section5 -r5 # 5 min
4 cargo run -r test paper-section6 -r5 # 8 min
5 cargo run -r test paper-section7 -r5 # 12 min
6 # Scala design > Verilog > Verilator simulator
7 cargo run -r test embedded-axi4 -r20 # 80 min

Evaluation and expected results
The test command panics if an incorrect or suboptimal

MWPM solution is detected. Otherwise, it displays a progress
bar for each QEC configuration, all of which should complete
at 100%. The expected output from the Verilator simulator
should look like:

1 root@...:~/micro-blossom/src/cpu/blossom# cargo run -r test

embedded-axi4 -r20↩→
2 Finished release [optimized] target(s) in 0.07s
3 Running `target/release/micro_blossom test embedded-axi4

-r20`↩→
4 Starting Scala simulator host... this may take a while

(listening on 127.0.0.1:36463)↩→
5 [info] welcome to sbt 1.9.6 (Ubuntu Java 11.0.25)

...↩→
6 [success] Total time: 2 s, completed Jan 30, 2025, 5:05:55 AM
7 ...
8 [Runtime] SpinalHDL v1.9.3 git head :

029104c77a54c53f1edda327a3bea333f7d65fd9↩→
9 ...
10 [Progress] Verilator compilation done in 435.736 ms
11 [Progress] Start MicroBlossomBus hosted simulation with seed

476234681↩→
12 Simulation started
13 [EmbeddedAxi4] repetition 3 0.01 20 / 20 [============] 100.00 %

7.97/s↩→
14 requested quit, aborting...
15 [Done] Simulation done in 2578.465 ms
16 Scala process quit normally
17 Successfully remove build folder

A.7 Experiment 3. Resource Estimation

Experiment workflow
1 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/artifact
2 python3 table_4_resource_usage.py # 3 min

Evaluation and expected results
The script builds the Vivado projects or reuses existing

ones located at $MB_VIVADO_PROJECTS, generating table_4.pdf
in the same folder. For ease of artifact evaluation, we include
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the Vivado projects. Removing them (see §A.9) will result in
a full rebuild from scratch (Vivado v2023.2 [22] required).

A.8 Experiment 4. Decoding Speed Evaluation

Experiment workflow
1 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/artifact
2 python3 figure_8_decoding_latency.py # 7 min
3 python3 figure_9a_improvement.py # 7 min

Evaluation and expected results
The script runs the evaluation or reuses existing trace

files to generate figure_8_*.pdf and figure_9a.pdf in the same
folder. For ease of artifact evaluation, we include the original
trace files collected from FPGA hardware. If these trace files
are removed (see §A.9), rerunning the script will automati-
cally execute the experiments on actual hardware (VMK180
Evaluation Board [21] required).

A.9 Experiment customization
Our tools automate the entire process, from generating de-
coding graphs to building Vivado projects and experimenting
on FPGA hardware. If any intermediate files are deleted, the
script will automatically regenerate the missing components.
The following commands can be used to remove specific
intermediate files:
1 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/artifact
2 # remove only plots and temporary build files
3 make partial-clean
4 # remove trace data (+7 hours to rerun)
5 make clean-speed-data
6 # remove Vivado projects (+23 hours to rerun)
7 make complete-clean

Note that the provided Docker image does not include
Vivado Design Suite [22] and cannot be used to rerun trace
data on hardware or rebuild the Vivado projects. To set up
an environment for hardware evaluation, follow the steps in
the Dockerfile on a PC with Vivado installed and connected
to the evaluation board [21]. Before exiting the Docker envi-
ronment, perform a partial clean to avoid permission issues.

A.10 Notes
To set up a new machine and evaluation board, grant user
access to the USB driver to allow our tool to use the Xilinx
debugger (xsdb) for programming the FPGA device.
1 sudo adduser $USER dialout
2 sudo rm /tmp/digilent-adept2-*

Additionally, one needs to identify the USB TTY device
where the FPGA outputs data. Our tool will then read from
the log file that captures this TTY output.
1 cd $HOME/micro-blossom/src/fpga/utils/
2 touch ttymicroblossom # create TTY log file
3 sudo picocom /dev/ttyUSB1 -b 115200 --imap lfcrlf

-g ./ttymicroblossom # log to file↩→
4 export MICRO_BLOSSOM_HARDWARE_CONNECTED=1

A.11 Methodology
Submission, reviewing and badging methodology:

• https://www.acm.org/publications/policies/artifact-review-
and-badging-current

• https://cTuning.org/ae
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