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Code distance is an important parameter for quantum stabilizer codes (QSCs). Directly precisely
computing it is an NP-complete problem. However, the upper bound of code distance can be
computed by some efficient methods. In this paper, employing the idea of Monte Carlo method,
we propose the algorithm of determining the upper bound of code distance of QSCs based on
fully decoupled belief propagation. Our algorithm shows high precision — the upper bound of
code distance determined by the algorithm of a variety of QSCs whose code distance is known is
consistent with actual code distance. Besides, we explore the upper bound of logical X operators of
Z-type Tanner-graph-recursive-expansion (Z-TGRE) code and Chamon code, which is a kind of XYZ
product code constructed by three repetition codes. The former is consistent with the theoretical
analysis, and the latter implies the code distance of XYZ product codes can very likely achieve
O(N2/3), which supports the conjecture of Leverrier et al..

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing can solve certain problems that
classical computing cannot solve within limited resources
and time[1]. However, as the basic unit of quantum com-
puting, qubit is susceptible to environmental noise, which
makes final computation results go wrong, making it dif-
ficult to fulfil the potential of quantum computing. For-
tunately, in 1995, Shor[2] and Steane[3] proposed that
we can use quantum error correcting codes to solve this
problem, which makes reliable quantum computing be-
come possible.

QSCs[4] are an important class of quantum error cor-
recting codes. When designing a new QSC, it’s neces-
sary to precisely determine its code distance, since the
code distance determines the number of physical qubits
that can be reliably corrected. Generally, there are three
methods to precisely determine the code distance of a
QSC — theoretical proof method, linear programming
method and exhaustive search. For some QSCs, such
as planar surface code[5, 6], XZZX surface code[7] and
D-dimensional (D ≥ 2) toric codes[8–11], their code dis-
tance can be determined by the properties of their topo-
logical structure. For QSCs with systematic construc-
tion method, such as hypergraph product code[12], we
can also theoretically prove their code distance by using
the construction method. For some QSCs whose code
distance cannot be theoretically proved by the above two
method, one can compute their code distance by linear
programming method[13] and exhaustive search, but the
time complexity of these two methods is exponential[13].
Although it has been proven theoretically that exactly
or approximately computing the code distance of QSCs
is an NP-complete problem[14], the upper bound of code
distance can be determined by more efficient methods,
such as Monte Carlo method.
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Monte Carlo method[15] is widely employed in many
fields to efficiently and approximately solve complex
problems through stochastic simulation. In quantum er-
ror correcting field, the method can be used to rapidly
determine the upper bound of code distance of some
QSCs[16, 17]. The basic procedure of using Monte Carlo
method to determine the code distance of a given QSC
is as follows. Performing multiple error correcting simu-
lation trials on the given code, then recording the weight
of the error correcting results which are logical opera-
tors, and finally finding the minimum value among them,
which is the upper bound of code distance of the given
QSC. We emphasize that the method has no strict re-
striction on the type of decoding algorithm, as long as the
used decoding algorithm is applicable to the tested QSC
and has good performance on it, the method is capable
of determining the upper bound of code distance. How-
ever, when designing a new QSC, we usually don’t know
which decoding algorithm is applicable to it. Therefore,
a highly general, high-performance and fast decoding al-
gorithm is very important for using Monte Carlo method
to determine the upper bound of code distance.

Belief Propagation (BP) is a low time complexity de-
coding algorithm, and can be applied to all QSCs. How-
ever, its disadvantage is that its error correcting per-
formance on QSCs is usually quite poor due to short
cycles[18]. In Ref. [16], researchers shows that the per-
formance of BP can be improved by ordered statistics de-
coding (OSD)[19] when BP fails to converge. Besides, re-
searches show that binary BP combined with OSD (BP-
OSD) is applicable to many Calderbank-Shor-Steane
(CSS)[20] quantum low-density parity check (QLDPC)
codes [21], and has achieved pretty good error correct-
ing performance on these codes. Therefore, BP-OSD is
a highly general, high-performance and fast decoding al-
gorithm. However, for non-CSS codes, traditional binary
BP cannot provide a satisfactory error-correcting per-
formance especially under Y -biased noise even combined
with OSD.
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The decoding algorithm we use here is fully decou-
pled BP combined with OSD (FDBP-OSD) proposed in
our previous work[22]. There are two major advantages
of this decoding algorithm, 1) it has satisfactory decod-
ing accuracy not only for CSS codes, but also for non-
CSS codes and 2) compared with the traditional binary
BP[23, 24], FDBP has higher convergence rate and de-
coding accuracy.

In this paper, employing the idea of Monte Carlo
method, we propose the algorithm of determining the
upper bound of code distance of QSCs based on FDBP-
OSD. First, we use this algorithm to determine the upper
bound of the code distance of a variety of QSCs whose
code distance is known, such as planar surface code,
XZZX surface cod and toric code to verity the effective-
ness of the algorithm. Our algorithm shows high preci-
sion — their upper bound of code distance determined
by the algorithm is consistent with actual code distance.
Second, we explore the Z-TGRE codes proposed in our
previous work[25], and the minimum weight of logical
X operators determined by the algorithm is consistent
with our theoretical analysis. Third, we explore the up-
per bound of code distance of Chanmon code, which is
the XYZ product[26] of three repetition codes with block
lengths n1, n2, and n3 and whose code distance has not
been understood well so far. Our results show that when
n1 = n2 = n3 = L, its upper bound of code distance
is 2L, and when n1 = L − 1, n2 = L, n3 = L + 1,
its upper bound of code distance is L(L − 1). This re-
sults implies that the code distance of XYZ product codes
can very likely achieve O(N2/3)[26]. We emphasize that,
since FDBP-OSD is a highly general, high-performance
and fast decoding algorithm for both CSS and non-CSS
codes, when designing new QSCs and their code distance
is hard to compute, the algorithm is a useful method to
quickly determine the upper bound of their code distance.

The rest of paper is organized as follows. In Sect.
II, we introduce some preliminaries, including quantum
stabilizer code, Z-TGRE code and XYZ product code.
Sect. III introduces how to determining the upper bound
of code distance of QSCs through Monte Carlo method
based on FDBP-OSD. The simulation results are pre-
sented in Sect. IV. In Sect. V, we conclude our work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Quantum stabilizer code

In this section, we briefly introduce the basic concept
of QSCs. QSCs are an important class of quantum er-
ror correcting codes, which are the analogue of classical
linear codes in quantum information field.

The code space QC of an [[n, k, d]] QSC C
is a 2k-dimensional subspace of the Hilbert space
H⊗n

2 , which is stabilized by an Abelian stabilizer
group S ∈ Gn, where Gn is the n-fold ten-
sor product of single qubit Pauli group G1 =

{±I, ±iI, ±X, ±iX, ±Y, ±iY, ±Z, ±iZ}. More pre-
cisely,

QC = {|φ⟩ ∈ (H2)⊗n : S |φ⟩ = |φ⟩ ,∀S ∈ S} (1)

The stabilizer group S can be generated by k independent
Pauli operators on n qubits S1, · · · , Sn−k ∈ Gn, namely,
S = ⟨S1, · · · , Sn−k⟩. Giving a set of stabilizer generators
S1, · · · , Sn−k of code C is equivalent to explicitly giving
the code space QC .
The error syndrome s = (s1, · · · , sn−k) of an error E ∈

Gn is a binary vector, where si = 1 if E anti-commutes
with Si and 0 otherwise.
In quantum information theory, researchers usually use

two bits to represent Pauli I, X, Y , Z operators, namely,

I → (0, 0), X → (1, 0), Z → (0, 1), Y → (1, 1) (2)

In this way, any operator E ∈ Gn acting on n qubits
can be represented as a binary vector e = (ex | ez).
Based on this Pauli-to-GF(2) isomorphism, the binary
parity-check matrix H of a [[n, k, d]] QSC is a block ma-
trix with dimension (n− k) × 2n, which consists of two
(n− k)× n binary matrices Hx and Hz, namely,

H = (Hx | Hz) (3)

And the syndrome s of E is computed by

s = (Hx · ez +Hz · ex) mod 2 (4)

For a QSC, if its stabilizer generators can be divided
into two parts, each of which only contains either X-type
or Z-type Pauli operators, it is a CSS code, otherwise it
is a non-CSS code. In this way, the parity check matrix
of a CSS code can be written as

H =

(
Hx 0
0 Hz

)
(5)

where Hx and Hz both have n columns and the commu-
tation condition HxH

T
z = 0 satisfies.

The weight of an operator P ∈ Gn is defined as
the number of qubits on which it acts nontrivially,
and we use notation wt (·) to denote it. For instance,
wt (I1X2Y3Z4) = 3.
The logical operators of a QSC C are the set of oper-

ators in Gn which commute with all elements in S but
are not in S. More precisely, the logical operators are
the elements of C(S)/S, where C(S) is the centralizer of
S defined as C(S) = P ∈ Gn : SP = PS, ∀S ∈ S. For a
[[n, k, d]] QSC, we can find k pairs of logical operators

(X̄j , Z̄j)j=1,··· ,k such that X̄iZ̄j = (−1)
δij Z̄jX̄i, where δ

is the Kronecker delta, which means for the same pair
of logical operators X̄j , Z̄j , they are anti-commute, but
they commute with other pairs of logical operators. We
can see that C(S) = S1, · · · , Sn−k, X1, Z1, · · · , Xk, Zk.
The code distance d is defined as the minimum weight of
logical operators, namely,

d = min
L∈C(S)/S

wt(L) (6)
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The code distance d of a QSC C determines the num-
ber of qubits, t, up to which code C can reliably correct,
namely t =

⌊
d−1
2

⌋
. In general, there are three methods to

precisely compute the code distance of a QSC — theoret-
ical proof method, linear programming method[13] and
exhaustive search. However, only a part of QSCs’ code
distance can be theoretically proved. For some QSCs
whose code distance cannot be theoretically proved, one
can compute their code distance by linear programming
method or exhaustive search. However, the time com-
plexity of these two methods is exponential. Moreover,
it has been proven that exactly or approximately com-
puting the code distance of a QSCs is an NP-complete
problem[14].

B. Z-type Tanner-graph-recursive-expansion code

In our previous work [25], we propose a new class of
quantum stabilizer codes named Z-TGRE code, which
is obtained by recursively expanding Tanner graph, and
have constant coding rate of 0.5, but can only correct
Pauli X and Y errors. The way to expand the Tanner
graph of Z-TGRE code is shown in Fig. 1.

Our theoretical analysis shows that for a Z-TGRE code
with code length N = 2L, if L is an even, the minimum
weight of logical operators X̄ is logN . If L is an odd,
the minimum weight of logical operators X̄ is logN + 1.
Readers can see [25] for more detail.

C. XYZ product code

XYZ product [26] is a three-fold variant of the hy-
pergraph product code construction, which yields non-
CSS QSCs. To better understand XYZ product code,
we should first introduce how to describe a CSS code in

terms of chain complexes and hypergraph product code.
A chain complex C of length L is a collection of L+ 1

vector spaces C0 · · ·CL and L linear maps ∂i : Ci −→
Ci+1 (0 ≤ i ≤ L− 1), namely,

C =
(
C0

∂0−→ C1
∂1−→ · · · ∂i−1−→ Ci

∂i−→ Ci+1
∂i+1−→ · · · ∂L−1−→ CL

)
(7)

which satisfies ∂i+1∂i = 0.
A chain complex C with length 2 naturally define a

CSS code C(C), namely

C =

(
Fmz
2

HT
z−→ Fn

2
Hx−→ Fmx

2

)
(8)

where the commutation conditionHxH
T
z = 0 is naturally

satisfied.
It is easy to see that a classical code C = kerH similarly

corresponds to a chain complex with length 1, namely,

Fn
2

H−→ Fm
2 (9)

Hypergraph product is using two classical codes C1 =
kerH1 and C2 = kerH2 to construct a CSS code C (where
Hi, i ∈ {1, 2}, are the parity check matrices of sizemi×ni

of codes Ci), which corresponds to the following length-2
chain complex,

Fm1×n2
2

HT
z−−→ Fn1×n2

2 ⊕ Fm1×m2
2

Hx−−→ Fn1×m2
2 (10)

where Hx = 1n1 ⊗H2⊕HT
1 ⊗1m2 and Hz = (HT

1 ⊗1n2 ⊕
1m1 ⊗H2)

T .
The XYZ product code construction is a variant of the

hypergraph product code construction, which use three
classical codes to construct a non-CSS code. Specifi-
cally, given three parity check matrices Hi of size mi×ni

(i = 1, 2, 3), the stabilizer generator matrix S of the cor-
responding XYZ product code is

S =


X(H1⊗1n2

⊗1n3), Y (1m1
⊗HT

2 ⊗1n3), Z(1m1
⊗1n2

⊗HT
3 ), I(m1n2n3×n1m2m3)

Y (1n1
⊗H2⊗1n3), X(HT

1 ⊗1m2
⊗1n3), I(n1m2n3×m1n2m3), Z(1n1

⊗1m2
⊗HT

3 )

Z(1n1
⊗1n2

⊗H3), I(n1n2m3×m1m2n3), X(HT
1 ⊗1n2

⊗1m3), Y (1n1
⊗HT

2 ⊗1m3)

I(m1m2m3×n1n2n3), Z(1m1
⊗1m2

⊗H3), Y (1m1
⊗H2⊗1m3), X(H1⊗1m2

⊗1m3)

 (11)

Each row of S corresponds to a stabilizer generator. Here
the notation P = PH (P ∈ {X,Y, Z}) denotes a Pauli
tensor, which means for any entry of matrix H, if it is
a 1, P has a Pauli operator P at the corresponding po-
sition, and a identity operator I otherwise. Fig. 2 gives
the ”chain complex” representation of the corresponding
XYZ product code. A, B, C and D are vector spaces
which index the qubits and S, T, U and V are vector

spaces which index the stabilizer generators, namely,

A ∈ Fn1×n2×n3
2 , B ∈ Fm1×m2×n3

2 ,

C ∈ Fm1×n2×m3
2 , D ∈ Fn1×m2×m3

2

(12)

and

S ∈ Fm1×n2×n3
2 , T ∈ Fn1×m2×n3

2 ,

U ∈ Fn1×n2×m3
2 , V ∈ Fm1×m2×m3

2

(13)

It can be seen that the code length is N = n1n2n3 +
m1m2n3 + m1n2m3 + n1m2m3. As for the dimension
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FIG. 1. The Tanner graph recursive expansion of Z-TGRE codes. The arrow means the corresponding variable node (the
qubit) it starts from will join in the corresponding the check node (the stabilizer) it ends with. The variable is numbered from
1 to N = 2L. G1 is the primal Tanner graph used to recursive expansion. G2 is the expanded Tanner graph by the recursive
expansion of two primal Tanner graphs G1. G3 is the expanded Tanner graph by the recursive expansion of two G2. GL is the
expanded Tanner graph by recursive expansion of two GL−1.

FIG. 2. “Chain complex” representation of the XYZ product code.

of a XYZ product code, we need to find the number of
independent stabilizer generators, and readers can see
Ref. [26] for more detail.

In Ref. [26], Leverrier et al. conjecture that this
code family includes codes whose minimum distance is
O(N2/3). However, no one has proved it. The sim-
plest instance of XYZ product code is Chamon code [27],
which is the XYZ product of 3 repetition codes with
block lengths n1, n2, and n3, whose code distance has
not been understood well. In Sect. IV, employing Monte
Carlo method based on FDBP-OSD, we show that, when
n1 = n2 = n3 = L, its upper bound of code distance is
2L, and when n1 = L− 1, n2 = L, n3 = L+ 1, its upper
bound of code distance is L(L − 1). The results implies

that the code distance of XYZ product code can very
likely achieve O(N2/3).

III. DETERMINING THE UPPER BOUND OF
CODE DISTANCE

Although computing the code distance of QSCs is a
NP-complete problem, the upper bound of code distance
can be determined by some efficient methods, such as
Monte Carlo method. This section first introduces the
general idea of determining the upper bound of code dis-
tance through Monte Carlo method, then briefly reviews
FDBP decoding algorithm proposed in Ref. [22], which
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has higher convergence rate and decoding accuracy com-
pared with traditional binary BP. Finally, this section
introduces how to employ FDBP combined with OSD
(FDBP-OSD) to determine the upper bound of code dis-
tance based on Monte Carlo method.

A. Monte Carlo method

To understand the general idea of determining the up-
per bound of code distance through Monte Carlo method,
it’s necessary to comprehend the procedure of quantum
error correction simulation shown in Fig. 3. As shown
in Fig. 3, the first step is to randomly generate a Pauli
error E and compute the corresponding error syndrome
s. Then s is input into a decoder, and subsequently the
decoder output an estimated Pauli error Ê whose corre-
sponding syndrome is also s. The last step is to compute
EÊ, if it is a logical operator, decoding is failed. Other-
wise it is a stabilizer, the decoding succeeds.

FIG. 3. The procedure of quantum error correction simula-
tion.

A good decoder should follow the idea of maximum
likelihood decoding to make the probability of the esti-
mated Pauli error Ê it output as high as possible, which
means the weight of Ê should be as small as possible. In
addition, in the low physical qubit error rate regime, the
weight of E should also be small. Thus, if EÊ is a logi-
cal operator, the probability that it is in the minimum-
weight form should be higher than it isn’t, which is the
key idea of determining the upper bound of code distance
through Monte Carlo method.

One can see that this method has no strict restriction
on the type of decoder, as long as it as applicable to the

tested QSC. However, in some cases, especially when we
design a new QSC, which decoder is applicable to it is
not known. Thus, a decoder with high generality and
performance is very important for this method. FDBP
[22] combined with OSD is a highly general and high-
performance decoder, thus we can employ it to determine
the upper bound of code distance of QSCs.

B. Fully decoupled belief propagation

FDBP proposed in our previous work[22] is a kind of
improved binary BP for QSCs, which has higher conver-
gence rate and decoding accuracy compared with tradi-
tional binary BP [23, 24].
For traditional binary BP for QSCs, the symplectic

representation of Pauli operators results that Pauli Y er-
rors introduce the correlations between vectors ex and
ez, which decrease its performance. To deal with the
correlations, a binary BP using the X/Z correlations is
proposed[28]. However, this method is only applicable to
CSS codes. For non-CSS codes, especially in Y -biased
noise, even combined with OSD, the performance of tra-
ditional binary BP in symplectic representation is unsat-
isfactory.
To handle this problem, we propose FDBP decoding

algorithm for QSCs, which can eliminate correlations be-
tween vectors ex and ez in symplectic representation in-
troduced by Pauli Y errors. Thus, it is applicable to both
CSS and non-CSS codes. The FDBP decoding algorithm
is based on the following three modifications. First, we
represent single-qubit Pauli operators by three bits as
shown in Definition 1, which is called decoupling repre-
sentation of Pauli operators, such that the correlations in-
troduced by Pauli Y errors are eliminated. Second, based
on Definition 1, the decoupled parity-check matrix of a
QSC is obtained as shown in Definition 2. Third, noticed
that, in the decoupling representation e = (ex′ | ez′ | ey′)
of a Pauli operator E acting on n qubits, the total number
of 1s of the ith (i ≤ n), (i+ n)th and (i+ 2n)th elements
of e is no more than one, namely, ei + ei+n + ei+2n ≤ 1.
Thus, this restraint condition should be taken into ac-
count, according to which message update and hard de-
cision rules are modified, and finally FDBP is obtained.
Our simulation results in Ref. [22] show that the con-
vergence rate and decoding accuracy of FDBP are higher
than those of traditional binary BP. Readers can see Ref.
[22] for more details.

Definition 1 (Decoupling representation of Pauli
operators). [22] The representation which represents
Pauli operators by the following mapping is called decou-
pling representation.

I → (0, 0, 0), X → (1, 0, 0),

Z → (0, 1, 0), Y → (0, 0, 1)
(14)

For a Pauli error E acting on n qubits, by the above
mapping, its decoupling representation is a binary vector
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e with size of 3n, namely,

e = (e′x | e′z | e′y) (15)

where e′x, e
′
z and e′y are all binary vectors with size of n.

Taking X1Y2Z3 as an example, the corresponding decou-
pling representation is e = (e′x | e′z | e′y) = (1 0 0 | 0 0 1 |
0 1 0).

Definition 2 (Decoupled parity-check matrix). [22]
Given an [[n, k]] QLDPC code C and the symplectic rep-
resentation of its stabilizer generators H = (Hx | Hz),
the decoupled parity-check matrix of C is

Hd = (Hz | Hx | (Hx ⊕Hz)) (16)

whose dimension is (n − k) × 3n and where ⊕ denotes
addition modulo 2. We can see that given the decoupling
representation e = (e′x | e′z | e′y) of a Pauli error E
and the decoupled parity-check matrix Hd = (Hz | Hx |
(Hx ⊕Hz)) of a QSC, the error syndrome s is

s = (Hd · e) mod 2 (17)

C. Algorithm

Algorithm 1 shows how to employ FDBP-OSD to de-
termine the upper bound of code distance. The key idea
of the algorithm is to run FDBP-OSD many times in
different physical qubit error rate such that the found
upper bound of code distance will be closer to the real
code distance. The noise model we use in simulation is
depolarizing noise model, namely, given depolarizing er-
ror rate p, each of the Pauli operators X, Y and Z is
applied to the qubit with probability p

3 .

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, employing Algorithm 1, we first com-
pute the upper bound of the code distance of planar sur-
face code[5, 6], XZZX surface code[7] and toric codes[8],
whose code distance is known, to verify the effectiveness
of the algorithm. Second, we perform simulations on the
Z-TGRE codes proposed in our previous work[25]. Third,
we explore the upper bound of code distance of Chamon
codes, which is the XYZ product of three repetition codes
with block lengths n1, n2 and n3, and whose code dis-
tance is still unknown.

Fig. 4 (a)∼(c) shows the upper bound of the code
distance of planar surface code, XZZX surface code and
toric code respectively, which are determined by Algo-
rithm 1 in different physical qubit error rate. It can be
seen that the upper bound of the code distance of these
codes found by Algorithm 1 is consistent with their code
distance, which shows the high precision of this algo-
rithm. It can be seen that in the low physical qubit error
rate regime the upper bound of code distance found by

Algorithm 1: Determining the upper bound of
code distance based on FDBP-OSD

Input: decoupled parity-check matrix
Hd = (Hz | Hx | (Hx ⊕Hz)) and logical
operators L = (X̄1, Z̄1, · · · , X̄k, Z̄k) of the
tested [[N, k]] QSCs,

a sequence of physical qubit error rate p1, p2, · · · , pm,
the number of trials T ,
code length N .
Output: the upper bound of code distance dup

1 MinimumWeight = N
2 for p← p1 to pm do
3 for i← 1 to T do
4 According to p randomly generating an error

vector e =
(
e′
x | e′

z | e′
y

)
which corresponds to

a Pauli error.
5 Computing the corresponding error syndrome

s = (Hd · e) mod 2
6 Decoding ê = FDBP-OSD (s)
7 if ê+ e is the error vector of a logical operator

then
8 if weight(ê+ e) < MinimumWeight then
9 MinimumWeight = weight(ê+ e)

10 end

11 end

12 end

13 end
14 dup = MinimumWeight

Algorithm 1 is consistent with code length. The reason
is that the upper bound of the code distance is initialized
to code length in our simulations, and in the low phys-
ical qubit error rate regime all decoding trials succeed
due to the high performance of FDBP-OSD. Our simu-
lation results show that in the error rate regime around
p = 0.1, it is much easier to obtain the upper bound of
code distance that is closer to the real code distance.
In Ref. [25], we propose a new class of QSCs, Z-TGRE

codes, with coding rate 1
2 , which can only correct pure

Pauli X or Y errors. Table I shows the minimum weight
of logical X operators determined by Algorithm 1 (right
column) of Z-TGRE codes with different code length,
which is consistent with the theoretical analysis (middle
column).
Table II shows that, for Chamon code, which is the

XYZ product of 3 repetition codes with length n1, n2

and n3, when n1 = n2 = n3 = L, its upper bound of
code distance is 2L, and when n1 = L − 1, n2 = L
and n3 = L + 1, its upper bound of code distance is
L(L − 1). The results implies that the code distance
of XYZ product codes can very likely achieve O(N2/3),
which supports the conjecture of Leverrier et al.[26].

V. CONCLUSION

Code distance is an important parameter of QSCs,
since it determines the number of qubits that can be re-
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FIG. 4. The upper bound of the code distance of (a) planar surface code, (b) XZZX surface code and (c) toric code respectively,
which are determined by Algorithm 1 in different physical qubit error rate.

TABLE I. The minimum weight of logical X operators
wtmin(X̄) (theoretical and found by Algorithm 1) of Z-TGRE
codes with code length N from 4 to 512.

Code length wtmin(X̄) wtmin(X̄)
N theoretical determined by Algorithm1
4 2 2
8 4 4
16 4 4
32 6 6
64 6 6
128 8 8
256 8 8
512 10 10

TABLE II. The upper bound of code distance of Chamon
codes, which is the XYZ product of 3 repetition codes with
length n1, n2 and n3.

n1 n2 n3 code length N the upper bound of code distance
2 2 2 32 4
3 3 3 108 6
4 4 4 256 8
5 5 5 500 10
2 3 4 96 6
3 4 5 240 12
4 5 6 480 20

liably corrected. However, precisely computing the code
distance is an NP-complete problem, and sometimes we
need to compute the upper bound of code distance in-
stead, since it can be determined by more efficient meth-
ods. Monte Carlo method is to efficiently and approxi-
mately solve complex problems through stochastic simu-
lation. In this paper, employing the idea of Monte Carlo

method, we propose the algorithm of determining the
upper bound of code distance of QSCs based on FDBP-
OSD. First, The upper bound of code distance of planar
surface code, XZZX surface code and toric code deter-
mined by the algorithm is consistent with their code dis-
tance, which shows effectiveness and high precision of the
algorithm. Second, the minimum weight of logical X op-
erators determined by the algorithm of Z-TGRE codes
is consistent with our theoretical analysis. Third, using
this algorithm, we explore the code distance of Chamon
code, which is the XYZ product of three repetition codes
with length n1, n2 and n3. Our results show that when
n1 = n2 = n3 = L, its upper bound of code distance is
2L, and when n1 = L − 1, n2 = L and n3 = L + 1, its
upper bound of code distance is L(L − 1). The results
implies that the code distance of XYZ product codes can
very likely achieve O(N2/3), which supports the conjec-
ture of Leverrier et al.[26]. We emphasize that, since
FDBP-OSD is a highly general, high-performance and
fast decoding algorithm for both CSS and non-CSS codes,
when designing new QSCs and their code distance is hard
to compute, the algorithm is a useful method to quickly
determine the upper bound of their code distance.

END NOTES
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