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Practical quantum computation heavily relies on the ability to perform quantum error correction
in a fault-tolerant manner. Fault-tolerant encoding is a critical first step, and careful consideration of
the error correction cycle that follows is essential for ensuring the encoding’s effectiveness and com-
patibility. In this work, we investigate various correction-ready encoding methods to fault-tolerantly
prepare the |0⟩L state of the [[7,1,3]] Steane code on a 2D grid. Through numerical simulations,
we demonstrate that parity-check encoding with a few Flag-Bridge qubits outperforms verification-
based encoding by achieving lower error rates and allowing flexible tuning of the performance-
efficiency trade-off. Additionally, parity-check approach enables a compact hybrid protocol that
combines encoding and error correction, capable of matching the performance of a standalone error
correction protocol with perfect encoding. Surprisingly, compared to the resource-intensive Steane
error correction, this low-overhead method still offers a practical advantage in noisy settings. These
findings highlight the approach with Flag-Bridge qubits as a robust and adaptable solution for noisy
near-term quantum hardware.

I. INTRODUCTION

To fully harness the power of quantum computing for
complex scientific and industrial applications, quantum
processors must scale efficiently while adhering to fault-
tolerant designs. However, qubits are highly susceptible
to errors due to environmental interactions and imper-
fect quantum gate operations, making the management
of error essential for reliable computation. The theory of
fault-tolerant quantum computation [1–5] provides the
necessary tools to mitigate these errors and enable scal-
ability.

Within this framework, quantum algorithms are not
executed directly on physical qubits but instead on log-
ical qubits encoded using a quantum error-correcting
(QEC) code [6]. The purpose of a QEC code is to protect
quantum information by redundantly encoding it within
a subspace of a larger physical system, known as the
codespace. During computation, errors on physical qubits
may displace logical states from this subspace, but by in-
terleaving error correction throughout the process, the
logical states can be effectively restored. Consequently,
a properly designed QEC code can tolerate some level of
physical errors while preserving logical information. The
threshold theorem [4, 5, 7] formalizes this principle, guar-
anteeing that if the physical error rate p remains below a
critical threshold pth, logical error rates pL can be expo-
nentially suppressed, enabling arbitrarily long quantum
computations.

In practice, a QEC protocol – consisting of encoding,
error detection, and correction – is implemented using
imperfect gates and measurements. Ensuring that each
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component is fault-tolerant introduces additional com-
plexity [8–14]. For example, Steane-style parity checks
double the qubit overhead [10], while flag-based tech-
niques require fewer extra qubits but involve more gate
operations and longer circuits to detect faults [13, 14]. A
realistic evaluation of a QEC code must account for the
actual implementation of these components using noisy
gates to determine how effectively errors are suppressed
at the logical level. This assessment can be performed
through simulations under specific noise models or vali-
dated in physical experiments.

Recent advancements in QEC have been driven by
the constraints of near-term quantum hardware, includ-
ing limited physical qubits and architectural connectiv-
ity. Significant milestones have been achieved, such as
the reduction of logical error rates for memory qubits as
surface code distance increases [15, 16], the development
of quantum low-density parity-check (qLDPC) codes to
maintain constant encoding rates while mitigating non-
locality overheads [17, 18], and the use of novel concate-
nated codes to further reduce logical error rates while
improving encoding efficiency [19–22].

Among these developments, the [[7,1,3]] Steane code
[10], the smallest instance of color codes [23], remains a
key testbed for fault-tolerant quantum computation. In
recent years, it has been instrumental in demonstrating
critical fault-tolerant capabilities, including real-time er-
ror correction [24] and the implementation of a universal
logical gate set, such as transversal Clifford gates [25–
28] and non-Clifford gates [28, 29]. With fault-tolerant
protocols successfully validated using the [[7,1,3]] Steane
code, efforts to scale toward large-scale universal quan-
tum computation are now focused on increasing the dis-
tance of color codes [25, 29] and employing concatenation
with error-detecting codes or other quantum Hamming
codes [20, 21].

Thus far, all experimental realizations of the [[7,1,3]]
Steane code have relied on architectures with all-to-all
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connectivity. In this work, we focus on studying its im-
plementation in a 2D grid architecture with only local
interactions, exploring fault-tolerant encoding and error-
correction protocols that are adapted to realistic connec-
tivity constraints. Our motivation is twofold: first, to
encourage experimental realizations of the Steane code
on hardware platforms with limited connectivity, such as
superconducting qubits; and second, to develop schemes
that minimize qubit movement, thereby reducing deco-
herence effects caused by ion shuttling [30–33] and atomic
array reconfiguration [27]—challenges that become in-
creasingly significant as quantum processors are scaled
up. In the near term, quantum hardware will continue
to be constrained by the limited availability of logical
qubits and non-negligible logical error rates, which im-
pose restrictions on the depth of quantum circuits. As a
result, optimizing the performance of the [[7,1,3]] Steane
code remains an important and timely pursuit.

Several theoretical studies have explored aspects of im-
plementing the [[7,1,3]] Steane code in a 2D architec-
ture [34, 35]. Ref. [34] embeds the [[7,1,3]] code using
Flag-Bridge qubits to address connectivity constraints
while preserving the fault-tolerant nature of parity-check
circuits. However, that study assumes a standalone er-
ror correction protocol with perfect encoding, overlook-
ing imperfections in state preparation that could degrade
performance. Conversely, Ref. [35] investigates the em-
bedding of a verification-based fault-tolerant encoding
circuit [36] for the [[7,1,3]] code into a 2D grid. A re-
inforcement learning agent is used to efficiently map the
standard encoding circuit onto a square lattice, optimiz-
ing qubit resources and reducing circuit depth. However,
that work does not analyze the error-correction (EC) cy-
cle following the encoding, potentially underestimating
the benefits of optimized circuits when integrated into a
full fault-tolerant QEC protocol.

In the current work, we investigate the complete stack
for near term fault-tolerant implementation the [[7,1,3]]
Steane code, integrating various logical state prepara-
tion circuits and error-correction schemes within a square
lattice with only nearest-neighbor interactions. We de-
sign multiple fault-tolerant encoding circuits that are ei-
ther inherently compatible with a given error-correction
method, or require only minimal reconfiguration. Fur-
thermore, we leverage overlapping components between
encoding and error-correction gadgets to develop an opti-
mized hybrid protocol that preserves overall level-1 fault
tolerance while efficiently managing logical errors.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we
review the properties of the [[7,1,3]] Steane code and
fault-tolerant error-correction protocols based on flag
qubits and the Steane method. Sec. III introduces two
encoding protocols: one utilizing fault-tolerant parity-
checks with flag qubits and the other employing verifi-
cation qubits. In Sec. IV, we present simulation results
for different combinations of these encoding and error-
correction strategies. We first analyze correction-ready
encoding circuits in isolation before evaluating various

approaches in integrating encoding and error-correction.
Finally, in Sec. V, we summarize our findings and outline
potential future directions.

II. BACKGROUND

We begin with a brief overview of stabilizer codes [5],
a class of QEC codes to which the [[7,1,3]] Steane code
belongs. Stabilizer codes are defined by an abelian
subgroup S of the n-qubit Pauli group Pn. The sta-
bilizer group S is generated by r independent stabi-
lizer generators (or commonly referred to as stabilizers)
{S1, S2, ..., Sr}, where each stabilizer Si ∈ Pn satisfies
S2
i = I and commutes with all other elements in S.

The code subspace is defined as the simultaneous +1-
eigenspace of all stabilizers, meaning any valid code-
word, or logical state, |ψ⟩ satisfies Si |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩ for all
Si. All other eigenspaces correspond to error subspaces
with eigenvalue −1 for at least one stabilizer.

Each stabilizer imposes one constraint on the original
2n-dimensional Hilbert space of n physical qubits, leav-
ing 2n−r degrees of freedom to encode k = n − r logical
qubits in the code space. When an error E occurs, mea-
suring the stabilizers projects the corrupted logical state
into either the code subspace, if E commutes with all sta-
bilizers, or one of the error subspace otherwise. The re-
sulting measurement outcomes, known as the syndrome,
provides crucial information to detect whether the logi-
cal state has left the code subspace, and if so, to deter-
mine the necessary recovery operation R. The maximum
weight of a correctable error is determined by the code
distance, defined as the smallest number of qubits that
must be altered for one valid codeword to transform into
another. Specifically, a code with distance d can correct
errors with weight up to ⌊(d−1)/2)⌋. Altogether, the pa-
rameters [[n, k, d]] capture the key properties of a QEC
code.

A. [[7,1,3]] Steane code

The [[7,1,3]] Steane code is a QEC code that encodes
a single logical qubit into seven physical qubits, capa-
ble of correcting any single-qubit error. It is derived
from the classical [[7,4,3]] Hamming code via the CSS
(Calderbank-Shor-Steane) construction [6]. Specifically,
the Hamming code’s parity-check matrix

HHamming =

1 1 1 1 0 0 0

0 1 1 0 1 1 0

0 0 1 1 0 1 1

 = HX = HZ , (1)

is used to construct three X-type and three Z-type sta-
bilizers independently. The resulting stabilizers for the
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FIG. 1. Fault-tolerant syndrome extraction circuits. a) Steane EC consists of two parity-check circuits where syndromes
of the same type (either X or Z) are extracted simultaneously. Fault tolerance is achieved using transversal CNOT gates, which
interact with only one data qubit at a time. The protocol also requires the fault-tolerant preparation of two logical ancilla
states, |0⟩L and |+⟩L. b) In FB EC, flag qubits are used to detect and prevent harmful faults on the syndrome qubits from
propagating to multiple data qubits. Circuit 1 illustrates a weight-4 X-check that employs CNOT gates to propagate Z errors
(blue) from data qubits to the syndrome qubit. It utilizes one flag qubit to catch harmful X errors originating from the middle
two CNOT gates. Circuits 2 and 3 demonstrate different strategies for leveraging flag qubits as bridges, effectively reducing
the connectivity requirements of the circuit.

code are given as:

SX
1 = X1X2X3X4, SZ

1 = Z1Z2Z3Z4,

SX
2 = X2X3X5X6, SZ

2 = Z2Z3Z5Z6,

SX
3 = X3X4X6X7, SZ

3 = Z3Z4Z6Z7.

(2)

The six stabilizers define a code space to encode a sin-
gle logical qubit with basis states |0⟩L and |1⟩L. The
|0⟩L logical state is a uniform superposition of all 7-qubit
codewords satisfying the stabilizer constraints:

|0⟩L =
1√
8

(
|0000000⟩ + |1111000⟩ + |0110110⟩+

|0011011⟩ + |1001110⟩ + |1010101⟩+
|0101101⟩ + |1100011⟩

)
. (3)

The |1⟩L logical state is obtained via application the log-

ical operator X̃L = X1X2X3X4X5X6X7 as follows:

|1⟩L = X̃L |0⟩L
=

1√
8

(
|111111⟩+ |0000111⟩ |1001001⟩+

+ |1100100⟩+ |0110001⟩+ |0101010⟩
+ |1010010⟩+ |0011100⟩

)
. (4)

For the [[7,1,3]] code, the logical operators can also be
expressed in their stabilizer-equivalent form. For conve-
nience, we adopt the following minimum-weight represen-
tation of the logical operators for the rest of the paper:

XL = SX
2 ·X1X2X3X4X5X6X7 = X1X4X7,

ZL = SZ
2 · Z1Z2Z3Z4Z5Z6Z7 = Z1Z4Z7. (5)

Note that this minimum weight corresponds precisely to
the code distance d = 3, which represents the smallest
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Syndrome
(
sX/sZ

)
Error (Recovery)

000 I

100 Z1/X1

110 Z2/X2

111 Z3/X3

101 Z4/X4

010 Z5/X5

011 Z6/X6

001 Z7/X7

TABLE I. Standard look-up-table for the [[7,1,3]] Steane code,
mapping each syndrome to the corresponding error that needs
to be corrected. Each syndrome corresponds to measurement

outcomes of the stabilizers {SX/Z
1 , S

X/Z
2 , S

X/Z
3 }, and the re-

covery operation is simply the application of the identified
error to restore the original codeword.

number of physical qubit errors required to cause a log-
ical error. Since these operators commute with the sta-
bilizers, they enable logical operations on the encoded
qubit without leaving the code space, rendering them
undetectable by the stabilizer measurements.

For the single-qubit errors that the [[7,1,3]] code is de-
signed to handle, the error detection and correction pro-
cess is straightforward. Stabilizer measurements produce
a binary string known as the syndrome, which uniquely
identifies the error. Thanks to the CSS structure, the
code detects each type of single-qubit error indepen-
dently, X-type stabilizers detect Z errors, and Z-type
stabilizers detect X errors. Each set of three stabilizers
generates 23 = 8 possible syndromes, corresponding to
the seven single-qubit errors on the physical qubits plus
the no-error case. The mapping between syndromes and
errors generates a look-up table, summarized in Table I.
Applying a recovery operation equivalent to the identified
error then restores the original logical state.

The primary objective of a QEC code is to repeatedly
extract syndromes to detect and correct errors. To reli-
ably achieve this goal, stabilizer measurements must be
designed to be fault-tolerant (FT), i.e, they should not
introduce more errors than the code can handle [1, 2, 37].
We shall consider level-1 FT QEC circuits for the [[7,1,3]]
code that are built from qubits encoded at level-0, cor-
responding to physical qubits. The construction of these
level-1 circuits must guarantee that i) a level-1 QEC cir-
cuit with no fault takes an input with at most one er-
ror to an output with no error, and ii) a level-1 QEC
circuit with one fault takes an input with no errors to
an output with at most one error [12]. From now on,
we shall simply refer to level-1 FT as the FT condi-
tion. In the following, we outline two FT error-correction
protocols for the [[7,1,3]] code: one protocol proposed
by Steane [10], together with a more recently developed
protocol that minimizes qubit overhead by utilizing flag
qubits [13, 14, 34, 38].

B. Steane error-correction

To prevent errors in faulty gadgets from propagating
into harmful multi-qubit errors, Steane proposed expand-
ing the ancilla register such that each ancilla qubit in-
teracts transversely with only one data qubit [10, 39],
a design similar to the fault-tolerant scheme of DiVin-
cenzo and Shor [40]. Unlike the latter which relies on
cat-state preparation for the ancilla, Steane error cor-
rection (Steane EC) employs a fault-tolerant preparation
of logical ancilla states. Leveraging the CSS structure
of the [[7,1,3]] code, Steane EC simplifies stabilizer mea-
surements into two steps: syndromes of the same type
(either X or Z) are extracted simultaneously. Each step
involves seven parallel CNOT gates, applied transversally
between the data and ancilla qubits, reducing the circuit
depth of each step to one.
As illustrated in Fig. 1a, Steane EC requires the prepa-

ration of encoded ancilla states, namely, |0⟩L for X-check
and |+⟩L = H⊗7 |0⟩L for Z-check, where H is the single-
qubit Hadamard gate. The logical state preparation must
be done fault-tolerantly, which we will discuss in more de-
tails in the next section. Errors are then transferred from
the data qubits via transversal CNOT gates between the
data block and the ancilla block, followed by measure-
ments of the ancilla qubits.
We now illustrate the conversion the measurement out-

comes to corresponding syndrome for the Z-check; the
process for the X-check is analogous. In the absence of
errors, after applying transversal CNOT gates, the an-
cilla state is |+⟩L = (|0⟩L + |1⟩L)/

√
2 . Measurements on

all ancilla qubits then collapse this state to one of the 16
codewords defined in Eqs. 3 and 4, producing a measure-
ment bit string b. An X error on a data qubit flips the
corresponding bit in b, and the Z-type parity-check ma-
trix HZ is used to determine the associated Z syndrome
as follows:

sZ = HZ · bT mod 2, (6)

For instance, consider a bit-flip error on the second data
qubit, resulting in the Z-check measurement bit string
b = 0100000. With HZ , the corresponding syndrome
is calculated as sZ = 110. Referring back to Table I,
this syndrome indicates that the required recovery oper-
ation is indeed X2. This demonstrates that the critical
information for determining the error syndrome lies in
the parity information encoded in the measurement bit
string, rather than the specific bit string itself.

C. Flag-Bridge error-correction

In contrast to Steane EC, a resource-efficient alterna-
tive method was proposed to perform FT error-correction
[13, 14] that allows a significant reduction in the number
of ancilla qubits required for syndrome extraction. This
approach adds one or a few extra ancilla qubits, known
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a. Compact citadel layout b. Flag-Bridge encoding for 

FIG. 2. Compact parity-check encoding with Flag-Bridge qubits on a 2D grid. a) Citadel-like layout places data
qubits (blue) around ancilla qubits (red), fitting neatly onto a 4 × 4 lattice. This design uses a total of four ancilla qubits,
which are reused for each stabilizer measurement. b) Flag-Bridge encoding circuit prepares the |0⟩L state of the [[7,1,3]] code

by measuring the stabilizers SX
1 , SX

2 , and SX
3 sequentially. It employs Circuit 3 from Fig. 1b, with one syndrome qubit and

two flag qubits assigned per stabilizer.

as flag qubits, to detect and prevent the propagation of
high-weight errors that can arise during syndrome ex-
traction.

For example, let us consider Circuit 1 in Fig. 1b, which
implements a weight-4 X-type parity-check. In this cir-
cuit, Z errors on the data qubits propagate through the
four CNOT gates to the syndrome qubit, flipping its ini-
tial |+⟩ state if an odd number of Z errors are present.
Consequently, measuring the syndrome qubit in the X-
basis reveals the parity of the XXXX operator on the
data qubits. At the same time, an X error on the syn-
drome qubit occurring after the middle two CNOT gates
can propagate back to the data qubits, potentially caus-
ing a harmful weight-2 error. This can be addressed with
an extra flag qubit with two syndrome-to-flag CNOT
gates added around the middle two CNOT gates. The
modification ensures that any such X error propagates
to the flag qubit, flipping its initial |0⟩ state, which is
subsequently detected by the flag measurement in the Z-
basis. With a single flag qubit, the modified syndrome
extraction circuit limits errors on the outgoing data block
to at most one qubit, satisfying the FT condition.

In addition to preserving fault tolerance, flag qubits
can serve as bridges to mediate interactions between
data and syndrome qubits. This role is particularly use-
ful for mapping syndrome extraction circuits onto hard-
ware with limited connectivity [34]. For instance, in
Fig. 1b, Circuit 1 cannot be mapped onto a 2D grid
with only nearest-neighbor connectivity because the syn-
drome qubit must interact with five other qubits. How-
ever, by incorporating Flag-Bridge qubits and optimizing
the placement of entangling gates, Circuits 2 and 3 en-
sure that each qubit interacts with at most three others,
making them suitable for this 2D grid topology.

The use of Flag-Bridge qubits offers significant advan-
tages by enabling fault-tolerance with minimal overhead,

while ensuring compatibility with constrained topologies.
Moreover, as we will demonstrate later, flag measurement
outcomes can be leveraged to adjust the balance between
performance and efficiency. This approach, referred to
as Flag-Bridge error-correction (FB EC), and the associ-
ated syndrome extraction circuits, will serve as a central
focus of our study.

III. FT ENCODING ON A 2D GRID

With the options for fault-tolerant error correction out-
lined, we now focus on the critical first step: preparing
a logical state in a fault-tolerant manner in a practical
setting. To address connectivity constraints in various
near-term devices, we describe in this section two fault-
tolerant encoding methods suitable for a 2D grid topol-
ogy. We also detail the additional resources required to
ensure compatibility with the FTEC protocols presented
above.

A. Parity-check encoding with flag qubits

The most general method for preparing a logical state
of a stabilizer code involves directly measuring its sta-
bilizers. These measurements project the initial state of
the data qubits onto an eigenstate corresponding to the
obtained outcomes. To prepare a logical state within the
simultaneous +1 eigenspace of the stabilizers - the code
space - we selectively post-process and retain only even-
parity outcomes.
In particular, we can verify that the |0⟩L state, which

is also the +1 eigenstate of the logical Z operator, can be
prepared by applying the corresponding projectors with
eigenvalue +1 onto an arbitrary state:
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b. GotoRL for FB EC

GotoRL

3 7
4 2 1 2
5 3 4 1

6

GotoRL

c. GotoRL for Steane EC 

a. GotoRL encoding for 

correction
ready

citadel
layout

FIG. 3. Compact verification-based encoding on a 2D grid. a) Compact layout and circuit for GotoRL encoding were
inspired by Goto’s efficient-verification method [36] and discovered using a Reinforcement Learning agent [35]. This approach
uses a single ancilla qubit (red) for verification and as a bridge between the data qubits (blue). b) Preparing GotoRL encoding
for FB EC involves applying six SWAP gates to rearrange the qubits into the citadel layout. The exact qubit order need not
match perfectly, as discussed in the main text. c) To prepare GotoRL encoding for Steane EC, we use the X-check circuit in
Fig. 1a. Specifically, the process repurposes the prepared |0⟩L state as a logical ancilla and employs transversal CNOT gates
to transfer the logical state to a new set of data qubits (purple).

|0⟩L =
1

N (1 + ZL)
∏
Si∈S

(1 + Si) |ψ⟩ , (7)

where S denotes the stabilizer group of the code and N
is the normalization factor.

For the [[7,1,3]] code, the all-zero initial state |0⟩⊗7

already satisfies the even-parity condition for the three
Z-type stabilizers and the logical Z operator. Therefore,
preparing the logical |0⟩L state only requires measuring
the X-type stabilizers, SX

1 , SX
2 , and SX

3 , and selecting
the +1 eigenvalue outcomes as follows:

|0⟩L =
1√
8

(
1 + SX

3

) (
1 + SX

2

) (
1 + SX

1

)
|0⟩⊗7

. (8)

In practice, stabilizers are measured using syndrome
qubits, with fault tolerance ensured by flag qubits, all
integrated into the FT parity-check circuits shown in
Fig. 1b.

Previously proposed mappings onto a 2D grid topology
using Flag-Bridge qubits require a 5×5 lattice and six an-

cilla qubits [34]. In contrast, we introduce a more space-
and resource-efficient citadel -like layout. As shown in
Fig. 2a, our design fits neatly within a 4 × 4 lattice and
uses only four ancilla qubits for the entire code by using
Circuit 3 from Fig. 1b. Fig. 2b further depicts the se-
quential execution of three X-type parity-check circuits,
with three out of the four ancilla qubits activated per
stabilizer. Since the Z-type parity-check circuits share
the same connectivity requirements, the citadel layout
is directly compatible with the full FB EC protocol,
without the need for any additional qubit reconfigura-
tion. In essence, this Flag-Bridge encoding is inherently
correction-ready.

An important aspect of this encoding method is its
probabilistic nature. Starting from the all-zero initial
state |0⟩⊗7

= [(|+⟩+ |−⟩)/
√
2]⊗7, each X-type stabilizer

measurement has an equal probability of yielding an odd
or even parity. As the result, even in the absence of
faulty gadgets, the probability of preparing the state in
the codespace - achieving even-parity outcomes for all
three X-type stabilizers - is just (1/2)3 = 1/8. At first
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Encoding EC # Anc. # Enc. # Extra Layout

method scheme qubits CNOTs CNOTs & circuit

Flag-Bridge FB 4 24 0 Fig. 2

GotoRL FB 5 11 18 Fig. 3a-b

GotoRL Steane 8 11 7 Fig. 3a-c

TABLE II. Summary of correction-ready encoding circuits
studied in this work, along with the corresponding number
of ancilla qubits, CNOT gates used during encoding, and ex-
tra CNOT gates required for reconfiguration. Flag-Bridge
encoding is inherently compatible with FB EC, requiring no
additional CNOT gates. GotoRL encoding can be adapted for
either FB EC or Steane EC. The adaptation for Steane EC
reduces the number of CNOT gates but increases the ancilla
qubit overhead. Complete layouts and circuits for all proto-
cols are shown in the final column.

glance, this might suggest the need for a post-selection
process to ensure proper state preparation, potentially
leading to significant increase in time overhead. Fortu-
nately, we observe that the probabilistic projections in-
troduce only Z errors. As noted in Ref. [36], Z errors
are harmless to |0⟩L of the [[7,1,3]] code, thanks a spe-
cial property of quantum codes called error degeneracy.
More specifically, we can verify that, any Z error, regard-
less of its weight, can be reduced to either the identity or
a weight-1 error through some composition with the sta-
bilizers {SZ

1 , S
Z
2 , S

Z
3 } and the logical operator ZL. Since

these additional single-qubit Z errors are correctable dur-
ing a subsequent error-correction cycle, post-selection is
not required and non-trivial syndrome measurements can
be accepted without impacting the shot efficiency of the
encoding process (see below).

B. Verification-based encoding

The second encoding method involves using a small
number of ancilla qubits for efficient fault-tolerance veri-
fication. As proposed by Goto in Ref. [36], the approach
identifies all potential harmful errors induced by a non-
FT encoding circuit and determines the minimal set of
parity-checks required to detect them. Notably, for the
[[7,1,3]] code, Ref. [36] found that only one ancilla qubit
is needed for the verification, resulting in a FT encod-
ing circuit with remarkably low overhead. This encoding
circuit has been successfully implemented in a trapped-
ion architecture with all-to-all connectivity for real-time
QEC demonstrations [25, 28, 41, 42].

For the 2D grid topology considered in this work, we
adopt a similarly resource-efficient circuit, depicted in
Fig 3a. Inspired by Goto’s efficient verification con-
cept, the circuit was initially discovered by a reinforce-
ment learning agent trained to design fault-tolerant logi-
cal state preparation circuits tailored to a 2D grid topol-
ogy with only nearest neighbor connectivity [35]. Re-
markably, the circuit retains its low-overhead and uses s

single ancilla qubit to also both detect harmful error and
mediate interactions between data qubits. We will refer
to this verification-based encoding approach as GotoRL
encoding.

Unlike Flag-Bridge encoding, where FB EC is a nat-
ural choice as it requires no additional reconfiguration,
GotoRL encoding can be adapted to be compatible with
either of the EC protocols. Fig. 3b illustrates the use
of SWAP gates to rearrange the qubits on the 2D grid,
making them compatible with FB EC. Notably, it is un-
necessary to replicate the exact layout depicted in Fig. 2.
Instead, it suffices to ensure that each group of four data
qubits associated with a stabilizer is directly connected
to three ancilla qubits, enabling the use of Circuit 3 from
Fig. 1b. This rearrangement requires just six SWAP
gates, which can be executed in two stages: the first four
gates in parallel, followed by the last two gates in parallel.
Additionally, the ancilla qubit employed for verification
during the encoding stage must be reset. While each
SWAP gate comprises three CNOT gates and introduces
some performance degradation, this approach allows for
a fair comparison with Flag-Bridge encoding circuit in
terms of readiness for FB EC.

For compatibility with the Steane EC protocol, Fig. 3c
demonstrates an alternative strategy involving CNOT
gates and measurements. Here, the logical state pro-
duced during the encoding process is repurposed as
a logical ancilla to initialize a new logical state on a
separate set of data qubits. First, all original qubits
{d1, . . . , d7, a1} on the 3 × 3 lattice in GotoRL encod-
ing are redefined as ancilla qubits {a1, . . . , a7, a8}. Then,
we select new data qubits (in purple) adjacent to these
redefined ancilla qubits, enabling direct pairwise applica-
tion of transversal CNOT gates without requiring qubit
movement, as depicted in Fig. 3c. This process effec-
tively performs an X-check of the Steane EC protocol
on the all-zero initial state |0⟩⊗7

of the new data qubits,
thereby preparing |0⟩L up to some ultimately harmless Z
errors induced by probabilistic projection. Making Go-
toRL encoding compatible with Steane EC requires only
seven additional CNOT gates, significantly fewer than
the eighteen required for FB EC (three per SWAP gate).
As a result, we expect this protocol to offer superior per-
formance, though at the cost of higher qubit overhead.

We summarize the correction-ready encoding circuits
in Table II detailing their respective qubit requirements
and the number of entangling gate operations. In
Sec. IVA, we numerically benchmark the performance
of these protocols during the encoding process. Follow-
ing this, we analyze the performance of one cycle of error
correction for FB EC, considering both the Flag-Bridge
and GotoRL encoding schemes, in Sec. IVB1. Finally,
we evaluate the performance of Steane EC, specifically
with GotoRL encoding, in Sec. IVB2.
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IV. RESULTS

We evaluate the performance of the correction-
ready encoding circuits through comprehensive multi-
shot circuit-level noise state-vector simulations using
Qulacs [43]. We use the following depolarizing model
parameterized by a single physical error rate pphys = p:

1. Each single-qubit gate is followed by a Pauli error
{X,Y, or Z}, with probability p, where each error
occurs with equal probability p/3.

2. Each two-qubit gate is followed by an error drawn
uniformly and independently from {I,X, Y, Z}⊗2 \
{I⊗I} with probability p, giving each error a prob-
ability of p/15.

3. Each |0⟩ state initialization is replaced by either
|1⟩ = X |0⟩ or i |1⟩ = Y |0⟩, each with probability
p/3, giving the total probability of 2p/3 for faulty
initialization.

4. Each Z-basis measurement outcome is flipped with
probability 2p/3.

5. Preparation and measurement in the X-basis are
achieved through application of Hadamard gates.

After running the simulations and collecting all mea-
surements, we consider various ways to utilize post-
selection (PS) based on syndrome and flag information to
achieve fault tolerance and improve performance, at the
cost of fewer accepted shots. We quantify a circuit’s shot
efficiency via its acceptance rate, defined as the fraction
of shots where the flag outcomes fall within a predefined
set.

A. Benchmarking isolated encoding

As an initial benchmark, we run the noisy encoding
circuits and assess whether the encoded states contain
harmful, uncorrectable errors. The [[7,1,3]] code is de-
signed to independently correct for single-qubit X and
Z errors. Thus, a failed encoding results an error where
either the X-part or Z-part spans two data qubits. How-
ever, this failure condition simplifies further, as only two-
qubit X errors are harmful for the |0⟩L state of the
[[7,1,3]] code [36]. Using this criterion, we define the en-
coding failure rate as:

pEnc = lim
Naccepted→∞

N2Q−Xerror

Naccepted
, (9)

where Naccepted is the number of accepted shots, chosen
to be sufficiently large to ensure an accurate estimate of
pEnc. We also provide error bars based on standard error
of the binomial distribution

σ(pEnc) =

√
pEnc(1− pEnc)

Naccepted
. (10)
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FIG. 4. Encoding-only performance and efficiency. a)
Encoding failure rate pEnc is plotted as a function of the phys-
ical error rate pphys for the protocols summarized in Table II,
with and without post-selecting for trivial flag outcomes.
Post-selection with flags achieves fault-tolerant scaling, char-
acterized by pEnc ∝ p2phys. The encoding pseudo-threshold,
marked by the intersection with pEnc = pphys, is doubled for
Flag-Bridge encoding compared to GotoRL encoding. b) The
corresponding acceptance rates indicate that GotoRL encod-
ing achieves greater shot efficiency, maintaining acceptance
rates above 50%. Results are obtained from circuit-level noise
simulations with 200,000 shots per data point.

Since the FT protocol is specifically designed to detect
harmful weight-2 errors arising from a single fault, leav-
ing only those caused by two or more faults, pEnc is ex-
pected to scale as p2.
Fig. 4 compares the performance of the outlined

correction-ready encoding circuits: Flag-Bridge, GotoRL
for FB EC, and GotoRL for Steane EC. For all circuits,
we observe the expected transition of the scaling of pEnc

from p to p2, when moving from a non-FT protocol (with-
out PS) to a FT protocol (with PS). To evaluate the per-
formance more concretely, we define the encoding pseudo-
threshold as the value of p at which

pEnc(p) = p, (11)

indicating the point below which an encoded qubit out-
performs a physical qubit. Using this metric, we find
that GotoRL encoding prepared for Steane EC performs
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FIG. 5. Encoding-only performance and efficiency
trade-off for Flag-Bridge approach. a) Encoding failure
rates for different flag sets, as detailed in Table III, worsen
progressively as more flag patterns are accepted. Despite
this, the scaling remains quadratic, demonstrating that fault-
tolerant behavior can be preserved with strategic broadening
of the accepted flag set (see App. B). b) Corresponding ac-
ceptance rates improve significantly with broader flag sets,
approaching the levels achieved by GotoRL encoding. This
highlights the flexibility of the Flag-Bridge approach, enabling
users to balance performance and efficiency according to spe-
cific requirements. Results are obtained from circuit-level
noise simulations with 200,000 shots per data point.

marginally better than that for FB EC. This is expected,
as reconfiguration for Steane EC requires fewer entan-
gling gates (see Table II), leading to fewer opportunities
for errors to accumulate.

Notably, the Flag-Bridge circuit significantly outper-
forms both GotoRL circuits, achieving an encoding
pseudo-threshold more than double that of the others
(increasing from 1.2% to 3.4%). The improvement stems
from the use of flag qubits after each parity-check, en-
abling early error detection. In contrast, GotoRL en-
coding executes more CNOT gates before measuring the
verification qubit, increasing the chance for errors to ac-
cumulate into false positives. However, the lower failure
rate comes at the expense of the acceptance rate: for
large p, the acceptance rate of Flag-Bridge encoding can
approach 0%, whereas GotoRL encoding maintains an

acceptance rate above 50%. For near-term devices where
noise levels remain high, the latter choice appears to be
better suited when shot efficiency is a critical factor.
Unlike GotoRL encoding, which uses only a single flag

qubit, the Flag-Bridge circuit employs six flag qubits,
resulting in 26 possible flag patterns. This design enables
a tunable trade-off between performance and acceptance
rate by expanding the set of accepted flag patterns in
post-selection. Thus far, we have reported the encoding
failure rate pEnc for the trivial flag pattern ‘00 00 00’.
Table III categorizes additional flag patterns based on
their individual contributions to pEnc. Specifically, ‘Flag
set 1’ includes the trivial pattern plus four others, while
‘Flag set 2’ extends ‘Flag set 1’ by adding five more, each
with progressively higher individual pEnc. These selected
patterns plausibly result from at most one fault, while
those clearly indicating multiple faults are excluded. For
instance, a pattern like ‘00 10 01’ suggests at least two
faults—one in the SX

2 plaquette and another in the SX
3

plaquette, and is therefore omitted.
Figure 5 illustrates the achievable range of shot effi-

ciency when considering the flag sets defined in Table III,
along with the corresponding degradation in pEnc. No-
tably, in some cases, shot efficiency can even surpass that
of GotoRL encoding. This underscores the versatility of
the Flag-Bridge circuit, which allows for dynamic tun-
ing of the performance-efficiency trade-off during post-
processing by adjusting the accepted flag set without re-
quiring any physical modifications to the circuit itself.

B. Benchmarking encoding + error-correction

Thus far, our benchmarking of the FT encoding cir-
cuits has assumed noiseless error-correction. Next, we
extend our analysis to include a noisy FT EC cycle and
evaluate performance using the logical error rate pL and
the pseudo threshold defined as the physical error rate
p such that pL(p) = p. We simulate both encoding and
EC circuits and record the resulting error E on the data
qubits. Based on the flag and syndrome outcomes, a
look-up-table (LUT) decoder is employed to determine
the recovery operation R.
A logical error occurs when [R·E,ZL] ̸= 0, where ZL =

Z1Z4Z7 for the [[7,1,3]] code. This criterion becomes
unreliable when syndrome measurements are noisy, as it
assumes that R ·E has already returned the state to the
code space. Consequently, this method overestimates the
true logical error rate by including non-XL errors, such
as X1, X4, and X7. Unless stated otherwise, the logical
error rate pL refers to the estimated pL, in contrast to
the true pL, which accounts solely for errors that contain
the XL operator.

true pL : R · E ∼ XL

estimated pL : R · E ∼ XL, X1, X4, X7, X1X2, ...(12)

where ∼ represents stabilizer-equivalence. This distinc-
tion will be revisited later when we examine the scaling



10

pphys

Flag pattern 1.3×10−2 2.4×10−2 4.5×10−2

F
la
g
se
t
2
(+

co
rr
ec
ti
o
n
)

F
la
g
se
t
1

00 00 00 0.005 0.017 0.055

10 00 00 0.046 0.089 0.160

01 00 00 0.051 0.090 0.160

00 01 00 0.050 0.088 0.157

00 00 10 0.045 0.087 0.154

00 11 00 0.075 0.138 0.205

00 00 11 0.066 0.118 0.203

11 00 00* 0.082 0.141 0.232

00 10 00* 0.077 0.123 0.215

00 00 01* 0.074 0.128 0.224

00 10 01* 0.229 0.266 0.332

M
u
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i
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u
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...
...

...
...

TABLE III. Flag pattern breakdown supporting the perfor-
mance and efficiency trade-off analysis in Fig. 5. The table
presents the encoding failure rate pEnc per flag pattern for
three physical error probabilities pphys, Flag-Bridge encod-
ing. Each X-type stabilizer is associated with one syndrome
and two flags, resulting in six flags in total for three stabi-
lizers. The trivial flag pattern ‘00 00 00,’ corresponding to
the blue curve in Fig. 5, achieves the best performance but
the lowest shot efficiency. Flag sets 1 and 2 incorporate addi-
tional flag patterns with comparable pEnc per pattern. Fault
tolerance is ensured by limiting the analysis to patterns that
imply only a single fault per protocol; patterns suggesting
multiple faults (non-trivial outcomes in more than one stabi-
lizer) are excluded. A few patterns, marked with an asterisk
(*), require specific corrections to maintain fault-tolerance, as
detailed in App. B.

behavior of pL with respect to the physical error rate.
A straightforward way to incorporate error correction

is to append a full EC cycle after encoding. This ap-
proach, which we call the bare protocol, executes the
FT encoding and FT EC circuits sequentially, with each
stage processing information independently. However,
recognizing that encoding and error correction share
overlapping circuit components, we also consider a more
efficient approach: the hybrid protocol, where the over-
lapping portion is executed only once, similar to the ex-
tended rectangle in Ref. [12]. This allows information col-
lected during encoding to be directly leveraged for error
correction. In the following, we analyze the performance
of the three correction-ready encoding circuits from Ta-
ble II with their respective EC schemes.

1. FB EC with GotoRL and Flag-Bridge encodings

Bare protocol: We first treat encoding and error-
correction separately. Syndrome and flag measurement
outcomes for the encoding step are stored as (s0, f0). For
GotoRL encoding, s0 is empty and f0 contains a single
outcome from the verification qubit previously seen in

Encoding

a. bare Flag-Bridge Encoding + EC

b. hybrid Flag-Bridge Encoding + EC

If no  or  is triggered

If any  or 
is triggered

Round 1

Error-Correction

End

Round 2

c. hybrid Steane Encoding + EC

Convert  to 

Encoding

-check -check

Round 1

End

If Round 2

If no  or  is triggered

If any  or  
is triggered

FIG. 6. Fault-tolerant encoding + EC flowcharts. a)
The bare Flag-Bridge protocol begins with a FT encoding, fol-
lowed by a full cycle of FT EC, consisting of two rounds to re-
extract syndromes in case faults are detected. Measurement
outcomes (s1, f1, s2, f2) from the EC stage are used to correct
errors, while flag outcomes from the encoding stage, fX

0 , are
used for additional post-selection. b) A hybrid Flag-Bridge
protocol combines encoding and EC into a single, stream-
lined protocol. Syndrome information sX0 from the encoding
stage is leveraged to assist with error correction. Due to the
probabilistic nature of encoding, non-trivial sX0 outcomes are
permitted in the first round. c) A similar Hybrid approach
can be adapted for Steane EC using the X-check circuit from
Fig. 1a. Here, the measurement strings (bX0 , bZ0 ) are converted
to (sX0 , sZ0 ) using the parity-check matrices in Eq. 1.

Fig. 3a. For Flag-Bridge encoding, (s0, f0) =
(
sX0 , f

X
0

)
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FIG. 7. Encoding + EC performance and efficiency for
FB EC. a) Estimated logical error rate pL is plotted against
the physical error rate pphys for protocols prepared for FB
EC. With the optimal decoding strategy, the hybrid Flag-
Bridge protocol outperforms the bare protocol and achieves
comparable performance to a noisy EC cycle assuming perfect
encoding. b) For the hybrid Flag-Bridge protocol, optimal
performance is achievable using a suboptimal decoding strat-
egy that uses f1 solely for post-selection. c) Corresponding
acceptance rates demonstrate the efficiency of the protocols.
Error bars indicate a 95% confidence level and are derived
from circuit-level noise simulations, with the number of shots,
from left to right, being [1800, 1600, 1400, 1200, 1000, 300,
240, 220]×103.

representing the measurement outcomes obtained from
executing three X-type parity-check circuits. Fault tol-
erance in the encoding step is ensured via post-selection

based on the flag outcomes f0.
The encoding is followed by a FT EC scheme with

flag qubits based on Ref. [34]. A complete EC cycle, as
illustrated in Fig. 6a, consists of two rounds:

1. In the first round, each stabilizer circuit Si ∈ S is
executed sequentially, with the syndrome and flag
outcomes recorded as binary strings s1 and f1, re-
spectively. If any flag outcome is non-trivial or the
syndrome outcome differs from previously recorded
syndrome information (from encoding or a prior cy-
cle), the round is terminated early, and zeros are
appended to f1 to account for the skipped stabi-
lizer circuits.

2. If the first round completes without early termi-
nation, the second round is skipped, and we set
s2 = s1 indicating no detected faults. If faults were
detected in the first round, all stabilizer circuits are
executed without interruption, and the syndrome
outcomes are stored in s2.

Note that for the bare protocol with Flag-Bridge encod-
ing, partial syndrome information sX0 during encoding
step serves as a reference to determine whether the syn-
drome outcome s1 in the outlined EC cycle has changed
from the encoding process. After the EC cycle, s2 and
f1 are used for decoding.
Hybrid protocol: Observing that Flag-Bridge encoding

inherently executes all three X-type stabilizers - half of
the first round of the EC cycle - we propose a hybrid
protocol that leverages the information gathered during
the encoding stage. As depicted in Fig. 6b, this proto-
col modifies the first round, to perform the three X-type
stabilizer circuits uninterrupted (producing sX0 , f

X
0 ), fol-

lowed by the Z-type stabilizer circuits executed sequen-
tially (producing in sZ0 , f

Z
0 ). The termination condition

remains unchanged except that, after running the first
three stabilizers, we check only for non-trivial flag out-
comes, i.e. whether

∑
fX0 ̸= 0. By integrating the encod-

ing step into the first round, the measurement outcomes
are redefined as s1 = (sX0 , s

Z
0 ) and f1 = (fX0 , f

Z
0 ). The

rest of the protocol follows the bare protocol exactly, af-
ter which, s2 and f1 are used for decoding. Unlike in
the bare protocol, fX0 is not immediately used for post-
selection. Instead, it is now part of f1 and will be used
later to enhance the decoding process.

After running the EC circuits, decoding is performed
on using one of two different LUTs. The first, referred to
as the s2-LUT, relies solely on the syndrome information
from the second round, It is the standard LUT for the
[[7,1,3]] code already given in Table I. The second, re-
ferred to as the f1s2-LUT, combines the flag information
from the first round and the syndrome information from
the second round (Table VI). Incorporating flag infor-
mation is advantageous because certain f1 flag patterns
can uniquely identify specific two-qubit X errors propa-
gated through the first round, enabling a more accurate
recovery operation and reducing the likelihood of logical
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errors. The details of this enhanced LUT are discussed
in App. C.

Decoding performance can be further improved
through post-selection with flag outcomes f1. When us-
ing the s2-LUT, only shots with trivial flags in f1 are
accepted. Similarly, for the f1s2-LUT, only shots with
f1 patterns explicitly accounted for in the LUT are ac-
cepted. Since flag qubits are critical for ensuring fault
tolerance, decoding with the s2-LUT without any post-
selection is expected to exhibit non-FT behavior.

Fig. 7a compares the logical error rates of different en-
coding+EC protocols using the optimal decoding strat-
egy: f1s2-LUT with post-selection on f1. While the
bare FB protocol demonstrates a slight advantage over
the bare GotoRL protocol (0.07% versus 0.06% pseudo-
threshold), both fall short in comparison to a stand-alone
EC cycle, which is equivalent to a bare protocol with per-
fect (noiseless) encoding (0.13% pseudo-threshold). No-
tably, the hybrid protocol enabled by FB encoding man-
ages to bridge the gap, achieving a performance com-
parable to the perfect encoding scenario. Furthermore,
Fig. 7c shows that the hybrid FB approach eliminates
the previously observed advantage of GotoRL encoding
in terms of shot efficiency (blue versus red curves). This
significant improvement is due not only to the shorter
circuit length of the hybrid protocol, which reduces the
opportunities for faulty gadgets, but also to its effective
use of information gathered during encoding for error cor-
rection.

Finally, we highlight in Fig. 7b the possibility of achiev-
ing performance comparable to the optimal decoding
strategy using a sub-optimal one - decoding with the
s2-LUT and accepting only shots with trivial f1 (blue
dotted line)- at the cost of lower acceptance rate. This is
noteworthy because the control logic of the FT EC cycle
(c.f. Fig. 6), with its multiple conditional branches, could
pose a challenge in hardware implementation (e.g. on an
FPGA). By selecting this decoding strategy in advance,
the decision tree after termination can be simplified to
a straightforward abort and restart, thereby making the
implementation more feasible in a practical setting.

2. Steane EC with GotoRL encoding

In contrast to the previous two circuits which use FB
EC, the last circuit in Table II employs Steane EC, which
is FT due to its use of transversal CNOT gates involv-
ing only one data qubit at a time. As seen in Fig. 3c,
the circuit inherently incorporates the X-check in Steane
EC. Consequently, we can implement a similarly efficient
hybrid protocol that combines encoding and EC, as de-
picted in Fig. 6c, for fair comparison with the hybrid
Flag-Bridge protocol.

Similarly in this protocol, the X-check serves a dual
purpose: encoding and parity-check. During this step,
we collect flag outcomes fX0 from the ancilla encoding
and bit strings bX0 from the Steane parity-check. Next,
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FIG. 8. Encoding + EC performance comparison be-
tween FB EC and Steane EC. a) We plot the logical error
rates pL for hybrid encoding-EC protocols in the low-noise
regime. In terms of estimated pL, Steane EC requires post-
selection with the syndrome from the Z-check to match the
performance of FB EC. In terms of true pL, Steane EC with-
out post-selection and FB EC show comparable performance,
with pL ∝ p2phys. b) When considering the counts of true log-
ical errors per million shots, Steane EC with post-selection
results in zero logical errors. Even without post-selection, the
count of logical errors for Steane EC is approximately half
that of the Flag-Bridge approach.

we perform the standard Z-check to collect fZ0 and bZ0 .
Both fX0 and fZ0 are used for post-selection to ensure FT
encoding of the logical ancilla states |0⟩L and |+⟩L, re-
spectively. The syndromes

(
sX0 , s

Z
0

)
are then computed

from the bit strings
(
bX0 , b

Z
0

)
using the parity-check ma-

trices, as outlined in Sec. II B. The recovery operation is
determined using the standard LUT in Table I.
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Index Gate Fault Initial Pauli s f Error

1 CX[4,5] -X - - - -|-X- 0 10 - -XX

1 CX[4,5] -Y - - - -|-Y - 1 10 - -XX

1 CX[4,5] X- - - - -|X- - 0 10 XX- -

1 CX[4,5] XZ - - - -|XZ- 1 10 XX- -

1 CX[4,5] Y - - - - -|Y - - 1 10 XX- -

1 CX[4,5] Y Z - - - -|Y Z- 0 10 XX- -

1 CX[4,5] ZX - - - -|ZX- 1 10 - -XX

1 CX[4,5] ZY - - - -|ZY - 0 10 - -XX

2 CX[5,6] XX - - - -|-XX 0 10 - -XX

2 CX[5,6] XY - - - -|-XY 1 10 - -XX

2 CX[5,6] Y X - - - -|-Y X 1 10 - -XX

2 CX[5,6] Y Y - - - -|-Y Y 0 10 - -XX

3 CX[4,0] XX X- - -|X- - 0 10 XX- -

3 CX[4,0] XY Y - - -|X- - 0 10 Y X- -

3 CX[4,0] Y X X- - -|Y - - 1 10 XX- -

3 CX[4,0] Y Y Y - - -|Y - - 1 10 Y X- -

TABLE IV. Summary of all single faults that lead to harm-
ful errors on data qubits at the end of Circuit 3 in Fig. 1b.
For reference, the associated gate sequence is as follows: H[4],
CX[4,5], CX[5,6], CX[4,0], CX[4,1], CX[5,2], CX[6,3], CX[5,6],
CX[4,5], H[4]. Results are obtained from Clifford simulations
detailed in App. A. For all of these faults, at least one flag out-
come is non-trivial, confirming that Circuit 3 is fault-tolerant.

An initial comparison in the low-noise regime between
these hybrid protocols, as shown in Fig. 8a, reveals that
the estimated logical error rate pL for Steane EC is un-
expectedly an order of magnitude higher than that of FB
EC (orange dotted vs. blue dotted curves). We can en-
hance the performance of Steane EC by adopting a strat-
egy similar to the hybrid Flag-Bridge protocol, utilizing
sZ0 to detect faults occurring during the procedure. Un-
like the Flag-Bridge protocol’s 2-round structure, which
allows a second run if a fault is detected via a non-trivial
syndrome s1, here in Steane EC we can only use sZ0 for
post-selection. Specifically, we admit only trivial sZ0 and
use Table I to decode sX0 . However, even with this addi-
tional filtering, the estimated pL, calculated using Eq. 12,
continues to exhibit non-FT behavior, scaling linearly
with p even after post-selection.

To address this apparent discrepancy, we carefully an-
alyze the errors contributing to the logical error rates, as
detailed in App. D. We find that most of the recorded
logical errors do not actually involve the XL = X1X4X7

operator. When considering the true logical error rate,
Steane EC predictably outperforms FB EC (bold orange
vs. bold blue curves in Fig. 8a-b), even without post-
selection. In addition, the true logical error rates for both
protocols exhibit the expected p2 scaling in the low-noise
regime. Remarkably, as shown in Fig. 8b, incorporating
sZ0 -based post-selection reduces the number of true logi-
cal errors per million shots for Steane EC to virtually zero
within the examined noise range. This, along with an

experimental demonstration using a fidelity-based met-
ric [44], confirms that Steane EC achieves the excep-
tionally low true logical error rate expected by design.
Our findings suggest that estimating the logical error
rate solely based on the commutator with logical opera-
tors significantly overestimates the logical error rate for
Steane EC, highlighting the need for a more accurate
metric.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have explored various fault-tolerant
approaches to prepare the |0⟩L state of the [[7,1,3]] code
through numerical simulations. Our analysis specifi-
cally incorporated several practical considerations by:
(i) proposing compact implementations of the code on
a 2D grid topology with minimal overhead, (ii) ensur-
ing error-correction readiness of the encoding circuits,
and (iii) extending our analysis to include both noisy
encoding and noisy error correction. In particular, we fo-
cused on a flag-based approach, which utilizes flag qubits
to ensure fault tolerance and facilitate interactions be-
tween data and syndrome qubits on a topology with lim-
ited connectivity (Flag-Bridge encoding). This approach
supports both encoding and error-correction. We com-
pared it against a single-ancilla, verification-based encod-
ing method (GotoRL encoding) and the Steane EC pro-
tocol, which achieves fault tolerance through transversal
CNOT gates [10].
We first demonstrated the advantage of the Flag-

Bridge approach when considering only the encoding
stage. Assuming perfect error correction, Flag-Bridge en-
coding achieves a 3.4% encoding pseudo-threshold, more
than double that of GotoRL encoding, albeit with a lower
acceptance rate. The inclusion of six flag qubits, as op-
posed to one in GotoRL encoding, enables straightfor-
ward tuning of the performance-efficiency trade-off by
expanding the set of acceptable flag outcomes. This flex-
ibility accommodates various hardware platforms with
differing limitations and requirements, without necessi-
tating additional runs or modifications.
When accounting for noisy error-correction, the Flag-

Bridge approach supports an efficient hybrid protocol
that integrates encoding and error-correction using the
same syndrome extraction circuits. Remarkably, this
hybrid Flag-Bridge protocol maintains a performance
advantage over GotoRL encoding (0.13% versus 0.06%
pseudo-threshold) while matching the performance of a
standalone noisy error-correction protocol with perfect
encoding. Notably, the optimal performance is achiev-
able with a sub-optimal decoding strategy that employs
flag information only for post-selection. This observa-
tion suggests a straightforward abort-and-restart strat-
egy whenever a flag is triggered, simplifying the imple-
mentation on control devices.
Compared to Steane EC, the Flag-Bridge approach

achieves better estimated logical error rates, calculated
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(a) Flag pattern: 01 00 00

Index Gate Fault Initial Pauli s f Error

2 CX[8,9] -X - - - - - - -|- -X- 000 010000 - - -X- - -

2 CX[8,9] -Y - - - - - - -|- -Y - 100 010000 - - -X- - -

2 CX[8,9] ZX - - - - - - -|-ZX- 100 010000 - - -X- - -

2 CX[8,9] ZY - - - - - - -|-ZY - 000 010000 - - -X- - -

6 CX[9,3] X- - - - - - - -|- -X- 000 010000 - - - - - - -

6 CX[9,3] XX - - -X- - -|- -X- 000 010000 - - -X- - -

6 CX[9,3] XY - - -Y - - -|- -X- 001 010000 - - -Y - - -

6 CX[9,3] XZ - - -Z- - -|- -X- 001 010000 - - -Z- - -

6 CX[9,3] Y - - - - - - - -|- -Y - 100 010000 - - - - - - -

6 CX[9,3] Y X - - -X- - -|- -Y - 100 010000 - - -X- - -

6 CX[9,3] Y Y - - -Y - - -|- -Y - 101 010000 - - -Y - - -

6 CX[9,3] Y Z - - -Z- - -|- -Y - 101 010000 - - -Z- - -

7 CX[8,9] -X - - - - - - -|- -X- 000 010000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] -Y - - - - - - -|- -Y - 000 010000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] ZX - - - - - - -|-ZX- 100 010000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] ZY - - - - - - -|-ZY - 100 010000 - - - - - - -

(b) Flag pattern: 11 00 00

Index Gate Fault Initial Pauli s f Error

2 CX[8,9] X- - - - - - - -|-X- - 000 110000 -XX- - - -

2 CX[8,9] XZ - - - - - - -|-XZ- 100 110000 -XX- - - -

2 CX[8,9] Y - - - - - - - -|-Y - - 100 110000 -XX- - - -

2 CX[8,9] Y Z - - - - - - -|-Y Z- 000 110000 -XX- - - -

3 CX[8,1] X- - - - - - - -|-X- - 000 110000 - -X- - - -

3 CX[8,1] XX -X- - - - -|-X- - 000 110000 -XX- - - -

3 CX[8,1] XY -Y - - - - -|-X- - 010 110000 -Y X- - - -

3 CX[8,1] XZ -Z- - - - -|-X- - 010 110000 -ZX- - - -

3 CX[8,1] Y - - - - - - - -|-Y - - 100 110000 - -X- - - -

3 CX[8,1] Y X -X- - - - -|-Y - - 100 110000 -XX- - - -

3 CX[8,1] Y Y -Y - - - - -|-Y - - 110 110000 -Y X- - - -

3 CX[8,1] Y Z -Z- - - - -|-Y - - 110 110000 -ZX- - - -

4 CX[8,2] X- - - - - - - -|-X- - 000 110000 - - - - - - -

4 CX[8,2] XX - -X- - - -|-X- - 000 110000 - -X- - - -

4 CX[8,2] XY - -Y - - - -|-X- - 011 110000 - -Y - - - -

4 CX[8,2] XZ - -Z- - - -|-X- - 011 110000 - -Z- - - -

4 CX[8,2] Y - - - - - - - -|-Y - - 100 110000 - - - - - - -

4 CX[8,2] Y X - -X- - - -|-Y - - 100 110000 - -X- - - -

4 CX[8,2] Y Y - -Y - - - -|-Y - - 111 110000 - -Y - - - -

4 CX[8,2] Y Z - -Z- - - -|-Y - - 111 110000 - -Z- - - -

7 CX[8,9] XX - - - - - - -|-XX- 000 110000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] XY - - - - - - -|-XY - 000 110000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] Y X - - - - - - -|-Y X- 100 110000 - - - - - - -

7 CX[8,9] Y Y - - - - - - -|-Y Y - 100 110000 - - - - - - -

TABLE V. Summary of faults for two exemplary flag patterns in Flag-Bridge encoding. The ‘01 00 00’ flag pattern results in
final errors on the data qubits of at most weight-1, allowing it to be immediately included in the accepted flag set. In contrast,
the ‘11 00 00’ flag pattern, which may lead to higher-weight errors, requires an additional correction, such as X3, to ensure that
all final errors from a single fault are at most weight-1. The associated gate sequence for both cases is: H[8], CX[8,7], CX[8,9],
CX[8,1], CX[8,2], CX[7,0], CX[9,3], CX[8,9], CX[8,7], H[8].

using the commutator with the ZL operator. This advan-
tage stems from the additional flag qubits, which restrict
error propagation to fewer initial faults. However, Steane
EC outperforms in terms of true logical error counts,
which consider only errors containing the XL operator,
thereby justifying its use of twice as many ancilla qubits.
Therefore, to fairly assess the experimental performance
of Steane EC, a more accurate metric, such as a fidelity-
based approach [44], is essential.

Our correction-ready encoding circuits are particularly
well-suited for experimental implementation on plat-
forms with current 2D nearest-neighbor connectivity,
such as superconducting qubits. They are also com-
patible with architectures like trapped ions and neutral
atoms, where reducing qubit movement can help miti-
gate errors [27, 30–33]. Although we have focused on
post-selection, FT can also be ensured with active cor-
rection based on the flag information from the two-flag
parity-check circuits that we have employed [45, 46]. Fu-
ture work could extend this approach by adapting paral-
lel syndrome extraction circuits to similarly compact lay-
outs, further optimizing performance and scalability. Ad-

ditionally, exploring the implementation of logical com-
putation within these compact designs, whether through
non-local entangling gates or measurement-based lattice
surgery, represents a promising direction. As experi-
mental platforms continue to advance and become more
widely accessible, detailed theoretical and numerical
studies tailored to the specific constraints of these plat-
forms will be essential for enabling small-scale demon-
strations and paving the way for the broader realization
of quantum error correction.
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Appendix A: Verifying fault-tolerance

We verify the fault-tolerance of all circuits used in this
work through brute-force Clifford simulations. Specif-
ically, we manually inject a single Pauli fault for each
possible error in the noise model described in Sec. IV,
propagate the fault through the circuit, and record the
resulting error E on the data qubits. We also track
whether syndrome and flag measurements indicate a
change. Subsequently, we compute the lowest-weight
stabilizer-equivalent form, Eequiv, of the final error. A
circuit is deemed fault-tolerant if every fault that results
in a harmful error, defined as weight(Eequiv) > 1, causes
at least one flag to be triggered. As an example, Table IV
shows all harmful errors resulting from single faults in
Circuit 3 of Fig. 1b. In all cases, the flag measurements
are non-trivial, thereby confirming that the circuit is in-
deed fault-tolerant.

Appendix B: Handling non-trivial flag patterns

Table III provides a summary of flag outcomes that can
be included during post-selection for balancing the trade-
off between performance and efficiency in Flag-Bridge en-
coding circuit. Our analysis categorizes these outcomes
into two distinct types based on the brute-force simula-
tion results detailed in App. A. Sorting the outcomes by
flag patterns, we examine the final errors on the data
qubits to identify the appropriate handling for each pat-
tern.

The first type, such as ‘01 00 00’, corresponds to er-
rors of at most weight-1, as shown in Table Va, similar
to the trivial pattern. These patterns naturally satisfy
the FT condition and can be included without any fur-
ther modification. The second type, marked with * in
Table III, such as ‘11 00 00’, may lead to higher-weight
errors. However, as seen in Table Vb, these patterns can
be made FT-compatible through simple corrections. For
example, applying an X3 correction when the ‘11 00 00’
pattern is observed reduces the two-qubit X error to a
single-qubit error while introducing, at most, a weight-
1 error in previously error-free cases. By systematically
identifying and addressing each pattern, we can lever-
age the additional information from flag measurements
to tailor Flag-Bridge encoding circuit to our need.

Appendix C: FB EC - f1s2 LUT

In the analysis of FB EC in Sec. IVB1, we introduce
the use of an additional lookup table that incorporates
flag information from the first round (f1) to decode the
syndrome from the second round (s2), instead of exclu-
sively post-selecting on trivial flag outcomes. To con-
struct this LUT, we begin by performing the Clifford sim-
ulation detailed in App. A for each stabilizer, generating
f1. Subsequently, we simulate a perfect round of error

fX
1 sZ2 Error (Recovery)

10 00 00 100 X1

01 00 00 101 X4

11 00 00 001 X5X6

11 00 00 111 X3

11 00 00 000 I

10 00 00 000 I

01 00 00 000 I

00 10 00 001 X5X6

00 01 00 011 X6

00 11 00 010 X5

00 10 00 111 X3

00 10 00 000 I

00 11 00 000 I

00 01 00 000 I

00 00 01 111 X3

00 00 10 010 X6X7

00 00 11 101 X4

00 00 10 011 X6

00 00 10 000 I

00 00 11 000 I

00 00 01 000 I

TABLE VI. Augmented look-up-table for the FT EC protocol
of [[7,1,3]] Steane code. This LUT utilizes flag outcomes from
the first round (fX

1 ) and syndrome outcomes from the second
round (sZ2 ) to determine the required recovery operation for
correcting X errors.

correction to obtain s2. For each distinct combination
of f1 and s2, we verify that the resulting final errors on
the data qubits are unique (up to stabilizer equivalence).
This unique mapping establishes the desired LUT. Fur-
thermore, since all Z errors on the |0⟩L state reduce to at
most single-qubit errors, we can use the standard LUT
in Table I to decode Z errors. As a result, the additional
LUT is only required for decoding X errors. Specifically,
it uses the X-part of f1 and Z-part of s2, as summarized
in Table VI.

Appendix D: Steane EC - Logical error rate analysis

In Sec. IVB2, we observe that in the low noise regime,
the logical error rate pL for Steane EC, even after sZ0 -
post-selection, is worse than that of FB EC, despite rely-
ing only on transversal CNOT gates. We investigate this
discrepancy by analyzing the calculation of estimated pL
based on the commutation relation with ZL = Z1Z4Z7,
which requires accounting for all possible X and Y faults
on qubits 1, 4, and 7.

We focus on the hybrid protocols for both Flag-Bridge
and Steane EC, where the X-part is executed as both the
encoding and parity-check stage, followed by the Z-part.
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a. -checks for Flag-Bridge EC

GotoRL

b. -check for Steane EC

FIG. 9. Fault locations contributing to the estimated logical error rate pL. Gates highlighted in red denote fault
locations that can induce single-qubit X errors on qubits 1, 4, and 7, contributing to pL as estimated via the commutation
relation with ZL = Z1Z4Z7. Earlier X errors are excluded from this analysis, as they would trigger non-trivial Z-type syndrome
outcomes sZ0 . a) In the FB EC protocol, the potentially harmful fault locations are the final gates interacting with qubits 1, 4,
and 7. b) In the Z-check circuit of Steane EC, three analogous fault locations similarly contribute to pL estimation.

Faults arising during the X-part are detected by the sub-
sequent Z-checks, resulting in non-trivial syndrome sZ0 .
Thus, by restricting our analysis to shots with trivial sZ0 ,
for both FB EC and Steane EC, we can ignore X and
Y faults from the X-part and focus on those originating
from the Z-part.

Fig. 9 illustrates the Z-checks for both Flag-Bridge and
Steane EC protocols, with red highlighting gates that
may introduce X and Y errors on qubits 1, 4, and 7.
Since X errors propagate from control to target during
CNOT gates, only gates directly connected to qubits 1,
4, and 7 are potentially harmful. In the Z-part of FB
EC protocol, two CNOT gates are connected to qubit
4 - one in SZ

1 and the other in SZ
3 . If the first CNOT

gate induces an X error on qubit 4, the second CNOT
triggers the last syndrome, producing a non-trivial sZ0 .
Therefore, only the final instances of gates connected to
qubits 1, 4, and 7 are relevant.

Although the Flag-Bridge and Steane EC protocols
initially appear to have the same number of potentially
harmful gates contributing to the logical error rate, the
actual error channels differ. For FB EC, only XI fault is
permissible, as XX and XY will trigger the syndrome,
andXZ will trigger a flag. In contrast, the Steane EC cir-
cuit, lacking flag qubits, allows both XI and XZ faults,
effectively doubling the contribution to the logical error
rate. Indeed, for lower physical error rates in Fig. 8b,
the logical error count for Steane EC is approximately
double that of FB EC. These findings further support
that estimating the logical error rate based on commuta-
tion relation can significantly overestimate its value for
Steane EC.
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