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Abstract

Asmeasurements are costly and prone to errors on certain quantum com-
puting devices, we should reduce the number of measurements and the
number of measured qudits as small as possible in quantum erasure cor-
rection. It is intuitively obvious that a decoder can omit measurements of
stabilizers that are irrelevant to erased qudits, but this intuition has not
been rigorously formalized as far as the author is aware. In this paper,
we formalize relevant stabilizers sufficient to correct erased qudits with a
quantum stabilizer code, by using a recent idea fromquantum local recov-
ery. The minimum required number of measured stabilizer observables
is also clarified. As an application, we also show that correction of 𝛿 era-
sures on a generalized surface code proposed by Delfosse, Iyer and Poulin
requires atmost 𝛿measurements of vertexes and atmost 𝛿measurements
of faces, independently of its code parameters.
Keywords: erasure correction, stabilizer code, surface code, quantum er-
ror correction
2020 MSC Classification: 81P73, 94B35, 05C10

1 Introduction

An erasure in quantum and classical error correction means an error whose
position in a codeword is known [1, 2]. It is known that a quantum error-
correcting code can correct twice as many erasures as errors. In light of this,
recent papers [3, 4] take advantage of erasures in the quantum fault-tolerant
computation, as some physical devices allow identification of qubits with era-
sures in a codeword without destruction of encoded quantum information or
stabilizer measurements [3, 4].

The stabilizer code [5–9] is a class of quantum error-correcting codes al-
lowing efficient implementation of encoders and decoders, and in this paper
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we focus on erasure correction with stabilizer codes, and its subclass, the gen-
eralized surface codes [10, 11].

Although erasure correction for stabilizer codes can be efficiently donewith-
outmeasurements [12], the standard and popularway [11] of erasure correction
involvesmeasurements. Measurements are costly on somephysical devices and
measurement-free fault-tolerant computation has been actively investigated re-
cently [13–15]. It is also investigated to reduce the number of measurements
in quantum error correction [16]. This kind of optimization seems unexplored
in recent studies of quantum erasure correction [3,4,11,17] (see Remark 16 for
details), while the quantum local recovery [18–21] studies reducing the num-
ber of measured qudits without consideration of the number of measurements
by a decoder. As stated in Theorem 5, the observation in this paper reduces dif-
ficulty of measurements. This paper propose a method to reduce the number
of measurements in quantum erasure correction.

In erasure correction of a classical linear code of length𝑛with a parity check
matrix 𝐻 and a set 𝐼 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛} of erased symbols, we only need to consider
rows in𝐻whose components in 𝐼 are not all zeros, and one can just ignore rows
in𝐻 whose components in 𝐼 are all zeros. The essential idea in this paper is to
carry over this observation for classical linear codes to erasure correction with
quantum stabilizer codes as stated in Proposition 4.

After reviewing quantum stabilizer codes in Section 2, wewill clarify which
stabilizer measurements are sufficient for correction of erased qudits at posi-
tions 𝐼 in Theorem 3 and Proposition 4, which lead to clarification of the mini-
mum required number of measurements by our proposal in Theorems 5 and 8,
in Section 3. In Section 4, we specialize results in Section 3 to the CSS codes as
a preparation of studying generalized surface codes [10,11]. As a consequence
of Section 4, in Section 5, we will clarify which stabilizer measurements are
sufficient on which qubits, in order to correct given erasures on a generalized
surface code. Examples in Section 6 illustrate results in Section 5. Concluding
remarks are given in Section 7.

2 A review of 𝑝-ary quantum stabilizer codes

Let 𝑝 be a prime integer. Denote by ℋ𝑝 the 𝑝-dimensional complex linear
spaces. A quantum state inℋ𝑝 is called a qudit. When quantummessages and
codewords are quantum states in tensor products of 𝑝𝑚-dimensional complex
linear spaces, they can also be regarded as tensor products ofℋ𝑝. So we may
assumewithoutmuch loss of generality that each quantum symbol inmessages
and codewords belongs to ℋ𝑝, and we will consider stabilizer codes whose
codewords belong toℋ⊗𝑛𝑝 .

Let 𝐅𝑝 = {0, 1, . . . , 𝑝−1} be the finite field with 𝑝 elements. We will use the
notation of vectors and their associated unitary matrices introduced by Calder-
bank et al. [7], which is one of the standard notations in expression of quantum
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stabilizer codes by finite field vectors. For a vector 𝒙 = (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛|𝑏1, . . . ,𝑏𝑛) ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 and 𝐽 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛}, let 𝑃𝐽(𝒙) be the projection map from 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 to 𝐅2|𝐽|𝑝 ,
sending 𝒙 to (𝑎𝑖1 , . . . , 𝑎𝑖|𝐽||𝑏𝑖1 , . . . , 𝑏𝑖|𝐽|), where {𝑖1, . . . , 𝑖|𝐽|} = 𝐽. By 𝐅𝐽𝑝 ⊂ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 we
mean {(𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛|𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝑛) ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 ∶ 𝑎𝑖 = 𝑏𝑖 = 0 if 𝑖 ∉ 𝐽}.

For a vector 𝒙 = (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛|𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝑛) ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 , we define the associated𝑝𝑛×𝑝𝑛 unitarymatrix𝑀(𝒙) as𝑋𝑎1𝑍𝑏1⊗⋯⊗𝑋𝑎𝑛𝑍𝑏𝑛 , where𝑋|𝑖⟩ = |1+𝑖 mod 𝑝⟩
and 𝑍|𝑖⟩ = exp(2𝜋√−1∕𝑝)𝑖|𝑖⟩. We define 𝜔 = exp(2𝜋√−1∕𝑝) for 𝑝 ≥ 3 and𝜔 = √−1 for 𝑝 = 2. We will consider the error group 𝐸𝑛 = {𝜔𝑖𝑋𝑎1𝑍𝑏1 ⊗⋯⊗𝑋𝑎𝑛𝑍𝑏𝑛 : 𝑎1, 𝑏1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛 ∈ 𝐅𝑝 and 𝑖 is an integer }.

We always consider the standard symplectic inner product ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩ in 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 , that
is, the symplectic inner product of (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛|𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝑛) and (𝑎′1, . . . , 𝑎′𝑛|𝑏′1, . . . ,𝑏′𝑛) is∑𝑛𝑖=1(𝑎𝑖𝑏′𝑖 − 𝑎′𝑖𝑏𝑖), and 𝐶⟂ denotes the orthogonal space of 𝐶 in 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 with
respect to that inner product. Let 𝑆 ⊂ 𝐸𝑛 be a commutative subgroup. There
exists a common eigenvector |𝜑⟩ such that, for any 𝑈 ∈ 𝑆, 𝑈|𝜑⟩ = 𝜂(𝑈)|𝜑⟩,
where 𝜂(𝑈), not necessarily equal to+1 but often chosen to be+1, is the eigen-
value of |𝜑⟩ to 𝑈. Observe that 𝜂(𝑈) is always a power of 𝜔. The quantum
stabilizer code 𝑄(𝑆) ⊂ ℋ⊗𝑛𝑝 with parameter [[𝑛, 𝑘]]𝑝 is defined as {|𝜓⟩ ∈ ℋ⊗𝑛𝑝
: 𝑈|𝜓⟩ = 𝜂(𝑈)|𝜓⟩ for all 𝑈 ∈ 𝑆} [6–8]. The normalizer of 𝑆′ of 𝑆 in 𝐸𝑛 is𝑆′ = {𝑉 ∈ 𝐸𝑛 : 𝑈𝑉 = 𝑉𝑈 for all 𝑈 ∈ 𝑆}.

Let 𝐶 = {𝒙 ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 : 𝜔𝑖𝑀(𝒙) ∈ 𝑆 for some integer 𝑖}. Then 𝐶 is an 𝐅𝑝-linear
space with dim𝐶 = 𝑛 − 𝑘, 𝐶⟂ = 𝑀−1(𝑆′), 𝐶⟂ ⊃ 𝐶, and dim𝐶⟂ = 𝑛 + 𝑘.
By abuse of notation, we also write 𝑄(the commutative subgroup generated by{𝑀(𝒙) : 𝒙 ∈ 𝐶}) as 𝑄(𝐶). Since 𝑀(𝒙) may not have +1 eigenvalue for 𝑝 = 2,
we do not require 𝜂(𝑀(𝒙)) to be +1 in this paper. Ball, Moreno and Simoens
precisely stated subtlety and prescription of defining 𝑄(𝐶) with eigenvalue +1
from 𝐶 ⊂ 𝐅2𝑛2 [22, Section II.D].

Assumption 1 (The number of measurements by a decoder) Suppose that
a self-orthogonal linear space 𝐶 ⊂ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 defines a quantum stabilizer code 𝑄(𝐶),
and {𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝑛−𝑘} is a basis of 𝐶. A decoder defined by 𝐶 is assumed to measure
each observable whose eigenspaces are the same as𝑀(𝒙𝑖) for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛−𝑘, and
the total number of measurements is 𝑛 − 𝑘 = dim𝐶.
Remark 2 When𝑝 is not a prime but a prime power, the number ofmeasurement
might not be equal to dim𝐶 as in Assumption 1.

3 Localized correction of erasures with a stabilizer
code

Suppose that we have erasures at 𝐼 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛}. We assume that 𝑄(𝐶) can
correct erasures at 𝐼, which is equivalent to [18]𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = 𝐶⟂ ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝. (1)
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Decompose 𝐶 into 𝐶 = 𝐷 + (𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝) (2)

as the sum of linear spaces 𝐷 and 𝐶 ∩𝐅𝐼𝑝. We propose to correct erasures at𝐼 on a codeword in 𝑄(𝐶) by measuring observables defined by basis vec-
tors of 𝐷. Observe that stabilizer (complex) matrices corresponding to 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝
via the mapping𝑀(⋅) have the identity matrices at 𝐼, and seem of no use of cor-
recting erasures at 𝐼. We will show that it is sufficient for a decoder to measure
observables corresponding to basis vectors of 𝐷. In the standard decoding we
make 𝑛 −𝑘 = dim𝐶 times of measurements by Assumption 1, but the number
of measurements will be reduced to dim𝐷.

For 𝒙 ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 let supp(𝒙) = {1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 : 𝒙 has nonzero component at
index 𝑖 or 𝑛 + 𝑖}, and supp(𝐷) = ⋃𝒙∈𝐷 supp(𝒙). We see that supp(𝐷) ⊆ {1, . . . ,𝑛}. In the quantum local recovery [18–21], when erasures at 𝐼 are corrected,
a set 𝐽 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛} of qudits in a partially erased quantum codeword is used
to recover qudits at the erased positions 𝐼, where 𝐽 ⊃ 𝐼. We will call 𝐽 as a
recovering set. As 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅supp(𝐷)𝑝 , our proposal is actually local recovery of
erasures at 𝐼 by a recovering set supp(𝐷). Since𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶, any stabilizer codeword
in 𝑄(𝐶) also belongs to 𝑄(𝐷) (with suitable choices of eigenvalues 𝜂(𝑀(𝒙)) for𝒙 ∈ 𝐷 in defining 𝑄(𝐷)).
Theorem 3 Let 𝐷 be an arbitrary subspace of 𝐶. Measurements of observables
defined by 𝐷 can correct erasures at 𝐼 on codewords in 𝑄(𝐶) if and only if𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = 𝐷⟂ ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝. (3)

Proof. The proof below follows the argument in [18]. Let 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝓁 be a basis
of 𝐷, and 𝒆 ∈ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 be an erasure vector. Since any𝑀(𝒆) for 𝒆 ∈ 𝐶 has no effect
on codewords in 𝑄(𝐶), a decoder only has to identify 𝒆 up to modulo 𝐶. Each
outcome of measuring an observable whose eigenspaces are the same as𝑀(𝒙𝑖)
gives 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝐅𝑝 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝓁. By the same argument as [18], the system of linear
equations 𝑠𝑖 = ⟨𝒙𝑖, 𝒆⟩ for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝓁 gives a unique solution 𝒆 ∈ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 modulo 𝐶
if and only if (3) holds. Therefore the theorem is proved.

Proposition 4 Let𝐷 be any subspace of𝐶. Then (3) implies both (1) and (2). On
the other hand, (1) and (2) imply (3), which means that measurements of observ-
ables defined by 𝐷 can correct erasures at 𝐼 on codewords in 𝑄(𝐶) when both (1)
and (2) hold.

Proof. By [23, Section 4.1], (3) is equivalent to𝑃𝐼(𝐶⟂) = 𝑃𝐼(𝐷). (4)

Suppose that (2) is false, that is, there exists 𝒙 ∈ 𝐶 ⧵ (𝐷 + (𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝)). Since 𝒙 ∉𝐷+(𝐶∩𝐅𝐼𝑝), for any𝒚 ∈ 𝐷we have𝒙−𝒚 ∉ 𝐶∩𝐅𝐼𝑝. Since ker(𝑃𝐼) = 𝐅𝐼𝑝, we have
4



𝑃𝐼(𝒙) ∉ 𝑃𝐼(𝐷) and (4) is false as 𝐶 ⊂ 𝐶⟂. We have shown the contraposition of
implication (3)⇒ (2). Since 𝐷⟂ ⊃ 𝐶⟂, we also see (3)⇒ (1).

We will show the reverse implication. Suppose that both (1) and (2) are
true. Since ker(𝑃𝐼) = 𝐅𝐼𝑝, by (2) we have 𝑃𝐼(𝐶) = 𝑃𝐼(𝐷). By [23, Section 4.1],
(1) is equivalent to 𝑃𝐼(𝐶) = 𝑃𝐼(𝐶⟂), which implies (4) and equivalently (3).
Theorem 5 By Proposition 4, the minimum number of measurements to correct
erasures at 𝐼 by our proposal ismin𝐷⊆𝐶 {dim𝐷 ∶ 𝐶 = 𝐷 + (𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝)} = dim𝐶 − dim𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝, (5)

which is ≤ 2|𝐼|. (6)

The minimum in (5) is attained if and only if𝐷 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = {𝟎}. (7)

The worst-case number of measurements to correct 𝛿 erasures by our proposal isdim𝐶 − min𝐼⊂{1,…,𝑛},|𝐼|=𝛿 dim𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝. (8)

Proof. Claims (5) and (8) are obvious. We see thatdim𝐷 = dim𝐶 − dim𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 (9)

holds if and only if we choose 𝐷 such that𝐷 ∩ (𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝) = ∅. (10)

Equality (10) holds if and only if (7) does because 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶.
Since 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = 𝐶 ∩ ker(𝑃𝐼), we havedim𝐶 − dim𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = dim𝑃𝐼(𝐶)≤ 2|𝐼|,

implying (6).

Remark 6 Let 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝑛−𝑘 be row vectors in a reduced row echelon form of a
matrix whose row space is 𝐶, such that for each index 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 there are at most
one vector 𝒙𝑗 whose 𝑖-th component is nonzero and at most one vector 𝒙𝑚 whose(𝑖 + 𝑛)-th component is nonzero. Such a reduced row echelon form is obtained by
application of elementary row operations after reordering of column indices that
moves 𝐼 ∪{𝑖+𝑛: 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼} to {1, . . . , 2|𝐼|}. A basis of𝐷 with𝐷∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 = {𝟎} can be found
as {𝒙𝑖 : supp(𝒙𝑖)∩𝐼 ≠ ∅}, and that of𝐶∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 can be found as {𝒙𝑖 : supp(𝒙𝑖)∩𝐼 = ∅}.
Note that the computational complexity of finding 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝑛−𝑘 is cubic in 𝑛 as it
is Gaussian elimination performed once on an (𝑛 − 𝑘) × 2𝑛matrix.
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Remark 7 Observe that 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 is also self-orthogonal and defines a stabilizer
code of length 𝑛 − |𝐼| with the minimum distance, say, 𝑑𝐼 . In practice, it is uncer-
tain whether or not there also exists an error in 𝐼. We can ensure that the number
of errors at 𝐼 is either zero or ≥ 𝑑𝐼 by measuring the stabilizer generators defined
by 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝, and we retain the advantage of reduced measurements.

Theorem 5 shows theminimum required numbers of measurements by our
proposal. The next theorem will show different expressions of the minimum
numbers given in Theorem 5. Remark 10 will discuss relation between Theo-
rems 5 and 8.

Theorem 8 Let 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝓁 ∈ 𝐶, and 𝐷 ⊆ 𝐶 be the linear space spanned by 𝒙1,
. . . , 𝒙𝓁. If a decoder for 𝑄(𝐶) can correct erasures at 𝐼 by measuring observables
corresponding to 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝓁, then (3) holds. Therefore, the minimum number of
measurements for correcting erasures at 𝐼 on codewords in 𝑄(𝐶) ismin𝐷⊆𝐶 {dim𝐷 ∶ 𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = 𝐷⟂ ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝}. (11)

For a vector 𝒙 ∈ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 , let 𝑤𝑠(𝒙) = |supp(𝒙)|, the symplectic weight of 𝒙. Then the
minimum cardinality of a fixed set of observables for correcting any 𝛿 erasures on
codewords in 𝑄(𝐶) ismin𝐷⊆𝐶 {dim𝐷 ∶ 𝑤𝑠(𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐶) ≥ 𝛿 + 1} (12)= 2𝑛 − max𝐷⟂⊃𝐶⟂{dim𝐷⟂ ∶ 𝑤𝑠(𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐶) ≥ 𝛿 + 1}, (13)

where 𝑤𝑠(𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐶) = min{𝑤𝑠(𝒙) : 𝒙 ∈ 𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐶}, which is greater than or equal to
the minimum distance 𝑤𝑠(𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐷) of the quantum stabilizer code 𝑄(𝐷).
Proof. By Theorem 3, (3) is a necessary and sufficient condition for correction
of erasures at 𝐼 on codewords in𝑄(𝐶) by measuring observables corresponding
to 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝓁.

Observe that (3) is equivalent to(𝐷⟂ ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝) ⧵ (𝐶 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝) = ∅. (14)

If (14) holds for every 𝐼 with |𝐼| = 𝛿 then we have𝑤𝑠(𝐷⟂ ⧵ 𝐶) ≥ 𝛿 + 1. (15)

We see that the minimum number of measurements for correcting any 𝛿 era-
sures is greater than or equal to (12).

On the other hand, any 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶 with (15) satisfies (3) and (14). So a linear
subspace 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶 whose dimension attains the minimum (12) while satisfying
(15) can correct any 𝛿 or less erasures by measuring observable corresponding
to basis vectors of 𝐷, completing the proof.
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Remark 9 The combinatorial quantities (8), (12) and (13) have engineering sig-
nificance in quantum erasure correction, but we do not aware of their relations
to known combinatorial quantities of linear codes or quantum codes, such as the
generalized Hamming weight [24, 25], the relative generalized Hamming weight
[26], the dimension length profile [27], or the relative generalized symplecticweight
[28]. Investigation of (8), (12) and (13) might be an interesting future research
agenda. We note that (12) and (13) look similar to the dimension length profile of
a classical linear code [27] that characterizes its trellis complexity.

Remark 10 For a given 𝐶 ⊂ 𝐅2𝑛𝑝 and 𝐼 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛}, in light of Proposition 4, (5)
and (11) are the same if (1) holds, while (11) is undefined if (1) is false.

On the other hand, the minimization in (8) allows choices of different sub-
spaces 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶 depending on different sets 𝐼 of erasures, while (12) and (13) use
only one subspace 𝐷 ⊂ 𝐶 for every erasure set 𝐼 of size 𝛿. Therefore, (8) is gener-
ally smaller than (12) and (13).

4 Localizederasure correctionwith two-codeCSS codes

Let 𝐶𝑖 be an [𝑛, 𝑘𝑖] classical linear code over 𝐅𝑝, for 𝑖 = 𝑋, 𝑍, and 𝐶⟂𝑒𝑖 the
Euclidean dual of 𝐶𝑖. Assume 𝐶𝑍 × 𝐶𝑋 ⊂ 𝐶⟂𝑒𝑋 × 𝐶⟂𝑒𝑍 . By using 𝐶𝑍 × 𝐶𝑋 in
place of 𝐶 in Section 3, we can define a 𝑝-ary [[𝑛, 𝑛 − 𝑘𝑋 − 𝑘𝑍]] stabilizer code.
Also observe that the measurements defined by basis vectors of 𝐶𝑋 identify 𝑋
erasures, and that themeasurements defined by those of𝐶𝑍 identify𝑍 erasures.

For a vector 𝒙 ∈ 𝐅𝑛𝑝 and a linear space𝐷 ⊆ 𝐅𝑛𝑝, hereafter let supp(𝒙) = {1 ≤𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 : 𝒙 has nonzero component at index 𝑖}, supp(𝐷) = ⋃𝒙∈𝐷 supp(𝒙) and𝐅𝐼𝑝 = {(𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛) ∈ 𝐅𝑛𝑝 ∶ 𝑎𝑖 = 0 if 𝑖 ∉ 𝐼}, by abuse of notation. In a similar
way to the argument in Section 2, define 𝐷𝑖 by 𝐶𝑖 = 𝐷𝑖 + (𝐶𝑖 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝) for 𝑖 = 𝑋, 𝑍.
Then we have (by a proof similar to that of Proposition 4):

Proposition 11 The𝑋 erasures can be corrected by dim𝐷𝑋measurements of qu-
dits in supp(𝐷𝑋)andaunitarymatrix acting on those in supp(𝐷𝑋). Similarly, The𝑍 erasures can be corrected by dim𝐷𝑍 measurements of qudits in supp(𝐷𝑍) and
a unitary matrix acting on those in supp(𝐷𝑍).
Remark 12 Similarly to Remark 6, let 𝒙1, . . . , 𝒙𝑘𝑋 be row vectors in the reduced
row echelon form of a matrix whose row space is 𝐶𝑋 , such that for each index𝑖 ∈ 𝐼 there is at most one vector 𝒙𝑗 whose 𝑖-th component is nonzero. A basis of𝐷𝑋 with 𝐷𝑋 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 = {𝟎} can be found as {𝒙𝑖 : supp(𝒙𝑖) ∩ 𝐼 ≠ ∅}, and that of𝐶𝑋 ∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 can be found as {𝒙𝑖 : supp(𝒙𝑖) ∩ 𝐼 = ∅}. Bases for𝐷𝑍 and 𝐶𝑍 ∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 can be
found in a similar way. Similarly to Theorem 5, we also have dim𝐷𝑋 ≤ |𝐼| anddim𝐷𝑍 ≤ |𝐼|.
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5 Generalized surface codes

5.1 Review of generalized surface codes

We follow a definition of the generalized surface codes [10, 11]. A concrete
example of a small surface codewill be given in the next section. A (topological)
surface is denoted by a triple (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝐹), where 𝑉 is the vertex set, 𝐸 ⊂ 𝑉 × 𝑉 is
the edge set, and 𝐹 ⊂ 2𝐸 is the face (or region) set. A face 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹 is surrounded
by edges 𝑒 ∈ 𝑓, and an edge 𝑒 = {𝑢, 𝑣} connects two vertexes 𝑢 and 𝑣, where
pairs (𝑢, 𝑣) and (𝑣, 𝑢) ∈ 𝑉 × 𝑉 are identified with a set {𝑢, 𝑣}.

An edge 𝑒 is said to be a boundary if |{𝑓 ∈ 𝐹 : 𝑒 ∈ 𝑓}| = 1. A face 𝑓 is said
to be boundary if 𝑓 contains a boundary edge. A vertex 𝑣 is boundary if there
exists a boundary edge 𝑒 with 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒.

Boundary edges, faces and vertex are categorized into open ones and closed
ones. Each boundary edge is arbitrarily defined to be either open or closed.
A boundary face 𝑓 is said to be open if 𝑓 contains an open boundary edge. A
boundary vertex 𝑣 is said to be open if 𝑣 belongs to an open boundary edge. A
boundary element that is not open is said to be closed. Denote by 𝑉̊ be the set of
non-boundary or closed boundary vertexes, and by 𝐸̊ the set of non-boundary or
closed boundary edges. Then the generalized surface code has physical qubits
corresponding to edges in 𝐸̊ and its stabilizer group is generated by𝑋𝑣 for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊
and 𝑍𝑓 for 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹, where𝑋𝑒 = the Pauli 𝑋 matrix acting on qubit 𝑒,𝑍𝑒 = the Pauli 𝑍 matrix acting on qubit 𝑒,𝑋𝑣 = ⨂

𝑣∈𝑒 𝑋𝑒,𝑍𝑓 = ⨂
𝑒∈𝑓 𝑍𝑒.

5.2 Reduced measurements of at most 4|𝐼| observables
With the above generalized surface code, a set 𝐼 of erasures can be identified
with a subset of 𝐸̊. We will express 𝐷𝑋 and 𝐷𝑍 in Section 4 in the language of
the generalized surface codes.

Proposition 13 Let 𝑉̊𝐼 = {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊ : there exists no 𝑒 ∈ 𝐼 such that 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒}, and𝐹𝐼 = {𝑓 ∈ 𝐹 : there exists no 𝑒 ∈ 𝐼 such that 𝑒 ∈ 𝑓}. Let 𝑛 = |𝐸̊|, then each edge𝑒 ∈ 𝐸̊ can be identified with an integer 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛}. For 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊, by 𝒗 ∈ 𝐅𝑛2 we
denote the vector whose component is 1 if 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒 and 0 otherwise, and for 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹,
by 𝒇 ∈ 𝐅𝑛2 we denote the vector whose component is 1 if 𝑒 ∈ 𝑓 and 0 otherwise.
Let 𝐶𝑋 be the linear code generated by {𝒇 : 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹} and 𝐶𝑍 be that generated by {𝒗
: 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊}. Then we have
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1. The linear space generated by {𝒇 : 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹𝐼} is contained in 𝐶𝑋 ∩ 𝐅𝐼2, and
that generated by {𝒗 : 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊𝐼} is contained in 𝐶𝑍 ∩ 𝐅𝐼2.

2. The linear space generated by {𝒇 : 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹 ⧵ 𝐹𝐼} can be used as 𝐷𝑋 in Propo-
sition 11, and that generated by {𝒗 : 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊ ⧵ 𝑉̊𝐼} can be used as 𝐷𝑍 in
Proposition 11.

3. The 𝑋 erasures can be identified by |𝐹 ⧵ 𝐹𝐼|measurements of |⋃𝑓∈𝐹⧵𝐹𝐼 𝑓|
qubits, and the 𝑍 erasures can be identified by |𝑉̊ ⧵ 𝑉̊𝐼| measurements of|{𝑒 ∈ 𝐸̊ : there exists 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊ ⧵ 𝑉̊𝐼 such that 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒}| qubits.

Proof. Claim 1 immediately follows from the definitions. Claim 2 follows from
Claim 1 and Proposition 11. Claim 3 follows from Proposition 11 andsupp(𝐷𝑋) = ⋃

𝑓∈𝐹⧵𝐹𝐼 𝑓,supp(𝐷𝑍) = {𝑒 ∈ 𝐸̊ ∶ ∃𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊ ⧵ 𝑉̊𝐼 such that 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒}.
where 𝐷𝑋 and 𝐷𝑍 are as given in Claim 2.

Let 𝑉̊𝐼 = {𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊ : there exists some 𝑒 ∈ 𝐼 such that 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒}, and 𝐹𝐼 = {𝑓 ∈ 𝐹
: there exists some 𝑒 ∈ 𝐼 such that 𝑒 ∈ 𝑓}. We have 𝑉̊𝐼 = 𝑉̊ ⧵𝑉̊𝐼 and 𝐹𝐼 = 𝐹⧵𝐹𝐼 .
Corollary 14 The linear space generated by {𝒇 : 𝑓 ∈ 𝐹𝐼} can be used as 𝐷𝑋 in
Proposition 11, and that generated by {𝒗 : 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉̊𝐼} canbeusedas𝐷𝑍 in Proposition
11. We have dim𝐷𝑋 ≤ |𝐹𝐼| ≤ 2|𝐼|,dim𝐷𝑍 ≤ |𝑉̊𝐼| ≤ 2|𝐼|.
Proof. Since (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝐹) is not a general undirected graph but a tiling on a surface,
for each each edge 𝑒, there are at most two vertexes and two faces adjacent to𝑒, which implies |𝐹𝐼| ≤ 2|𝐼| and |𝑉̊𝐼| ≤ 2|𝐼|. The rest of claims follows easily
from the above.

Remark 15 The total number ofmeasurements is at most 4|𝐼| to correct erasures
at 𝐼 in ourmethod in Section 5.2, which is larger than the value 2|𝐼| given in Theo-
rem 5. This difference in those numbers comes from the facts (𝐷𝑍×𝐷𝑋)∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 ≠ {𝟎},
which was required in Theorem 5. In Section 5.3 we show a procedure to compute
a fewer observables to identify erasures at 𝐼 with computational complexity𝑂(𝑛3).
Remark 16 Algorithms 1 and 2 in [11] need outcomes from only the measure-
ments clarified in Claim 3 in Proposition 13. However, the paper [11] did not
explicitly state that the measurements not given in Claim 3 in Proposition 13 are
unnecessary. Note also that Algorithms 2 and 3 in amore recent paper [17] on era-
sure correction also assume (dim𝐶𝑋 +dim𝐶𝑍) stabilizer measurement outcomes
for a CSS code defined by𝐶𝑍×𝐶𝑋 , without explicitly stating whichmeasurements
are sufficient among (dim𝐶𝑋 + dim𝐶𝑍) stabilizer measurements.
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As a corollary to Proposition 13 and Corollary 14, we will clarify the locality
of generalized surface codes. A quantum code is said to have locality (𝑟, 𝛿) if for
any erasure at position 𝑖, there exists a local recovery set 𝐽 ∋ 𝑖 of size at most𝑟 +𝛿−1 that can locally recover any 𝛿 −1 erasures among qudits in 𝐽 [18], and
it is said to have locality 𝑟 if it has locality (𝑟, 2) [19]. Recall that 𝐸 ⊂ 𝑉 ×𝑉 and𝐹 ⊂ 𝐸. We emphasize that 𝛿 − 1 erasures are considered in locality (𝑟, 𝛿).
Corollary 17 The generalized surface code considered in Section 5 has locality(𝑟, 𝛿) with

𝑟 = max𝐼⊂𝐸̊,|𝐼|=𝛿
||||||||||{𝑒′ ∈ 𝐸̊ ∶ ∃𝑒 ∈ 𝐼, 𝑒 ∩ 𝑒′ ≠ ∅} ∪ ⋃

𝑓∈𝐹,𝐼∩𝑓≠∅𝑓|||||||||| − 𝛿 + 1. (16)

Proof. Equation (16) follows from the fact that edges in (16) are the set of edges
adjacent to 𝑉̊𝐼 or 𝐹𝐼 in Corollary 14.

For single erasure (𝛿 = 2 in locality (𝑟, 𝛿)), estimation of the locality can be
improved as follows. An example of Proposition 18 will be given in Section 6.2.

Proposition 18 The generalized surface code considered in Section 5 has locality𝑟 with 𝑟 = max𝑒∈𝐸̊ min𝑣∈𝑒,𝑒∈𝑓 ||||{𝑒′ ∈ 𝐸̊ ∶ 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒′} ∪ 𝑓|||| − 1. (17)

Proof. Suppose that single erasure happened at an edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸̊. Since the num-
ber of erasures is at most 1, identification of the erasure needs measurements
of single vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒 and single face 𝑓 containing 𝑒, with which qubits in{𝑒′ ∈ 𝐸̊ ∶ 𝑣 ∈ 𝑒′} ∪ 𝑓 are measured, which implies (17).
5.3 Reduced measurements of at most 2|𝐼| observables
In Section 5.2, we proposed easily computable sets 𝑉̊𝐼 of vertexes and𝐹𝐼 of faces
that can identify erasures at 𝐼, but their sizes are larger than the sufficient val-
ues given in Theorem 5. By using the procedure in Remark 12, one can reduce
the number of observables to be measured, but resulting observables may not
correspond to any vertex or face, which loses ease of implementation in sur-
face codes. Below we propose a procedure to find a set of vertexes minimizingdim𝐷𝑍 and the number of measurements to identify 𝑍 erasures.

Let 𝓁 = dim𝐶𝑍−dim𝐶𝑍 ∩𝐅𝐼𝑝. Let 𝑉̊ = {𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑘𝑍 }, where 𝑘𝑍 = |𝑉̊|. Build
a 𝑘𝑍 ×𝑛matrix𝐴whose rows are {𝒗𝑖 : 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑉̊}. Reorder column indices of𝐴 so
that indices in 𝐼 aremoved to {1, . . . , |𝐼|}, perform elementary row operations on
the column-permuted version of 𝐴, and obtain its row echelon form 𝐵. There
are excactly 𝓁 rows 𝒃𝑖1 , . . . , 𝒃𝑖𝓁 of 𝐵 that have at least one nonzero component
among their leftmost |𝐼| components. Observe that 𝐶𝑍 ∩ 𝐅𝐼𝑝 is spanned by {𝒗𝑖 :𝑖 ∉ {𝑖1, . . . , 𝑖𝓁}} and that a linear space𝐷𝑍 ⊂ 𝐶𝑍 with𝐷𝑍∩𝐅𝐼𝑝 = {𝟎} is spanned by
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⟍ 𝑓3 ⟋𝑒8 𝑒7⟍ ⟋𝑣1 𝑒1 𝑣2⟍𝑒3 𝑓2⟍𝑓4 𝑒2 𝑣3 𝑒5 𝑓4⟍𝑓1 𝑒4⟍𝑣4 𝑒6 𝑣5⟋ ⟍𝑒7 𝑒8⟋ 𝑓3 ⟍
Figure 1: A [[8, 1, 2]] surface code obtained by removing an edge from [29, Fig.
2].

{𝒗𝑖1 , . . . , 𝒗𝑖𝓁}, which are needed in Remark 12 to realize the minimum number
of measurements. As stated in Remark 12, we have 𝓁 ≤ |𝐼|. A set of faces min-
imizing dim𝐷𝑋 can be found in a similar way. Since the procedure is Gaussian
elimination, its computational complexity is cubic in 𝑛.
6 Examples with a small surface code

Figure 1 shows a [[8, 1, 2]] surface code on a real projective planewithno bound-
ary edge, obtained by removing an edge from the surface code given in [29, Fig.
2]. With the notations in Section 5, we have 𝐸 = 𝐸̊ = {𝑒1, . . . , 𝑒8}, 𝑉 = 𝑉̊ = {𝑣1,
. . . , 𝑣5}, and 𝐹 = 𝐹̊ = {𝑓1, . . . , 𝑓4}. Since any single error can be detected, its
minimum distance is ≥ 2. Because two errors on 𝑒7 and 𝑒8 can be undetected,
its minimum distance is exactly 2.

Note that Fig. 1 as well as [29, Fig. 2] is a surface code on a real projective
plane, and that a projective plane is not homeomorphic to a spherical surface.
In particular, edges 𝑒7 and 𝑒8 do not intersect with each other, and we have𝑓3 = {𝑒1, 𝑒7, 𝑒6, 𝑒8} and 𝑓4 = {𝑒2, 𝑒7, 𝑒5, 𝑒8}, which are impossible on a spher-
ical surface. For details of surface codes on a projective plane, the readers are
referred to [29].
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6.1 Erasure at the seventh edge

In what follows, the edge 𝑒7 is assumed to have an erased qubit. Then 𝐼 = {𝑒7},𝐼 = {𝑒1, . . . , 𝑒6, 𝑒8}, 𝑉̊𝐼 = {𝑣2,𝑣4}, and𝐹𝐼 = {𝑓3,𝑓4}. We see that𝐷𝑋 in Proposition
13 is spanned by {𝒇3, 𝒇4} and 𝐷𝑍 is spanned by {𝒗2, 𝒗4}. By Section 5.3, we see
that𝐷𝑋 can be spanned by only𝒇3 and𝐷𝑍 can be spanned by only 𝒗2. Without
our proposal, a decoder performs 7 = |𝑉̊| + |𝐹| − 2measurements on 8 qubits.
With our proposal, 2measurements are performed on 5 qubits at {𝑒1, 𝑒5, 𝑒6, 𝑒7,𝑒8}. The numbers of measurements and measured qubits are much reduced by
our proposal.

6.2 Erasure at the eighth edge

In what follows, the edge 𝑒8 is assumed to have an erased qubit. By Section 5.3,
we see that 𝐷𝑋 can be spanned by only 𝒇3 and 𝐷𝑍 can be spanned by only 𝒗1.
With our proposal, 2measurements are performed on 6 qubits at {𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3, 𝑒6,𝑒7, 𝑒8}.

By a similar argument repeated with every edge, we also see that any single
erasure can be corrected by measuring at most 6 qubits, and that the surface
code in Fig. 1 has locality 5, which exemplifies Proposition 18.
7 Concluding remarks

In this paper, in order to correct erasures, we clarified whichmeasurements are
sufficient on which qudits in a stabilizer codeword with erasures in Theorem 3
and Proposition 4. Then we clarified the minimum required number of mea-
surements by our proposal in Theorems 5 and 8, which looked similar to the
dimension length profile of classical linear codes [27]. In Remark 6 we gave a
computational procedure to find a smallest set of stabilizer observables to cor-
rect erasures by our proposal. Those general results for stabilizer codes were
specialized to the CSS codes in Section 4.

As an application of the above results, in Section 5.2 localities of generalized
surface codes were clarified in the context of quantum local recovery, and we
also gave another computational procedure in Section 5.3 to find smallest sets
of vertexes and faces for measurements to correct erasures, with a given gen-
eralized surface code and a given set 𝐼 of erasures. Consequently, we showed
that correction of erasures at 𝐼 needs measurements of at most |𝐼| vertexes and
at most |𝐼| faces. Unfortunately, it has cubic computational complexity 𝑂(𝑛3)
with code length 𝑛, as it is Gaussian elimination. Since erasure correction by
using the full set of measurement outcomes on a generalized surface code can
be done in linear computational complexity 𝑂(𝑛) [11], the cubic complexity is
comparably large. A faster alternative to the procedure in Section 5.3 is strongly
desired.
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