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We describe the smallest quantum error correcting (QEC) code to correct for amplitude-damping
(AD) noise, namely, a 3-qubit code that corrects up to first order in the damping strength. We
generalize this construction to create a family of codes that correct AD noise up to any fixed order.
We underpin the fundamental connection between the structure of our codes and the noise structure
via a relaxed form of the Knill-Laflamme conditions, that are different from existing formulations of
approximate QEC conditions. Although the recovery procedure for this code is non-deterministic,
our codes are optimal with respect to overheads and outperform existing codes to tackle AD noise
in terms of entanglement fidelity. This alternate formulation of approximate QEC in fact leads us to
a new class of quantum codes tailored to AD noise and also gives rise to a noise-adapted quantum
Hamming bound for AD noise.

Introduction. Quantum error correction (QEC) [1] is in-
dispensable for achieving reliable quantum computing
and to scale up from the current generation of noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices [2–4] to uni-
versal, fault-tolerant quantum computers. QEC involves
encoding a quantum system into a proper subspace of a
higher-dimensional Hilbert space. The conventional ap-
proach to QEC relies on quantum codes that are designed
to correct for Pauli errors. Since the Pauli matrices form
an operator basis, these codes can correct for arbitrary
noise by linearity.

However, if the noise structure of the dominant noise
affecting the quantum hardware is known, one can lever-
age this information to construct resource-efficient quan-
tum codes that are tailored to the noise [5]. For instance,
while the conventional approach requires five qubits to
protect a single qubit from arbitrary single-qubit errors,
there exists a four-qubit approximate quantum code tai-
lored to amplitude-damping (AD) noise that can correct
all damping errors upto single order [6]. Subsequently,
several quantum codes adapted to amplitude-damping
noise have been constructed and identified, which are all
of length four or higher [7–11].

It can be argued based on the structure of the
amplitude-damping channel that the smallest quantum
code to correct all the first-order amplitude-damping er-
rors requires at least three qubits [6]. However, no known
three-qubit code has yet been able to achieve this. In this
letter, we close this gap by introducing the first three-
qubit code to correct for amplitude-damping noise, upto
first order in the noise strength. We further show that
this three-qubit code satisfies an approximate form of
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the well known Knill-Laflamme conditions [12]. In a de-
parture from previous formulations of approximate QEC
conditions [13, 14], the approximate QEC conditions sat-
isfied by our code allows for perfect syndrome-based error
detection but requires a non-unitary recovery operation.
We show how such a recovery scheme can be implemented
in a probabilistic fashion with a finite success probabil-
ity. Finally, we show that our 3-qubit code achieves an
entanglement fidelity higher than the existing codes for
single-qubit AD noise.
Preliminaries Recall that a quantum channel is a com-
pletely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map [15], whose
action is described by a set of Kraus operators. The
qubit AD noise channel A comprises of two Kraus op-
erators [16], labelled A0 and A1, which correspond to the
no-damping error and the single-qubit damping error re-
spectively, as described below.

A0 = |0⟩ ⟨0| +
√

1 − γ |1⟩ ⟨1| , A1 = √
γ |0⟩ ⟨1| . (1)

Under the action of the AD channel, the ground state
of a qubit remains unaffected, whereas the excited state
decays to the ground state with probability γ. For multi-
dimensional systems with n parties, the Kraus operators
take the form Ai1 ⊗Ai2 ⊗· · ·⊗Ain which is henceforth de-
noted as Ai1i2...in , where the indices i1, i2, . . . , in ∈ {0, 1}
for qubit systems. An error of the form Ai1i2...in is called
t-order error if i1 + i2 + . . .+ in = t.
A 3-qubit Code For Amplitude-Damping Noise. Consider
the three-qubit code spanned by the pair of logical states,

|0L⟩ = 1√
3

(|100⟩ + |010⟩ + |001⟩), and |1L⟩ = |111⟩ .

(2)
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The no-damping error A000 acts on the codewords as,

A000 |0L⟩ =
√

1 − γ |0L⟩ ,
A000 |1L⟩ = (1 − γ) 3

2 |1L⟩ . (3)

Similarly, the single damping errors {A100, A010, A001}
map |0L⟩ to |000⟩ up to a normalization factor of

√
γ
3 ,

whereas |1L⟩ is mapped to the following states:

A100 |1L⟩ = √
γ(1 − γ) |011⟩ ,

A010 |1L⟩ = √
γ(1 − γ) |101⟩ ,

A001 |1L⟩ = √
γ(1 − γ) |110⟩ . (4)

We see from Eqs. (3) and (4) that the no-damping er-
ror and the single-damping errors map the codewords
to orthogonal states. Our recovery procedure, therefore
proceeds as follows. We first perform a measurement de-
scribed by the following projectors.

P0 = |0L⟩ ⟨0L| + |1L⟩ ⟨1L| ,
P1 = |000⟩ ⟨000| + |110⟩ ⟨110| + |101⟩ ⟨101| + |011⟩ ⟨011| ,
Pf = I − P0 − P1, where

P0 is the projector on the codespace and corresponds to
no-damping error A000, P1 is the projector on the sub-
space spanned by the action of the first-order errors on
the code space, and Pf is introduced to complete the
measurement.

If the measurement outcome corresponds to P0 or
P1, we apply appropriate recovery operators R0 or R1
respectively, defined as follows. The operator R0 =√

(1 − γ) |0L⟩ ⟨0L| + |1L⟩ ⟨1L| corrects for the distortion
due to the no-damping error A0. The operator R1 =
|0L⟩ ⟨000| + 1

(1−γ)
√

3 |1L⟩ (⟨110| + ⟨101| + ⟨011|) corrects
for the first-order damping errors. If the outcome in-
dicates the implementation of Pf , it suggests that the
protocol has failed.

The recovery procedure described above is equivalent
to implementing a trace non-increasing recovery chan-
nel R with Kraus operators {R0P0, R1P1}. Due to the
trace non-increasing property of R, its implementation
is not certain but rather probabilistic. We can show by
an explicit computation that the implementation will be
successful for all input states with a probability of at least
64% for γ ≤ 0.2. We discuss the details of this calculation
in Appendix A.

We benchmark the performance of our 3-qubit
code in terms of the fidelity between the encoded
and error-corrected states, expressed as F|ψL⟩ =
⟨ψL|(R ◦ E)(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)|ψL⟩ where |ψL⟩, E and R denote
the encoded input state, the error channel and the recov-
ery channel respectively. An arbitrary logical state can

be expressed as

|ψL⟩ = cos θ2 |0L⟩ + eiϕ sin θ2 |1L⟩ . (5)

The fidelity of preserving a given input state using the
three-qubit code is then given by

F|ψL⟩ =
1 + 1

4γ
2 sin2 (θ)

1 + γ2 sin2 ( θ2 )
. (6)

Eq. (6) shows that the fidelity is independent of the rel-
ative phase ϕ. Also, the fidelity is minimum for a fixed γ
when θ = π i.e., the state is |1L⟩. We get the worst-case
fidelity of the [3, 1] code given in Eq. (2) by substituting
θ = π in Eq. (6), that is,

Fworst-case = 1
1 + γ2 = 1 − γ2 + O(γ3).

The worst-case fidelity does not contain any first-order
term in γ, which implies that our [3, 1] code can success-
fully correct AD noise up to first-order in γ.

We can also study the performance of our
code using the entanglement fidelity defined as
Fent = ⟨ψp| ((R ◦ E) ⊗ I)(|ψp⟩ ⟨ψp|) |ψp⟩, where
|ψp⟩ is the purification of the logical maximally mixed
state, given by |ψp⟩ = 1√

2 (|0L⟩ |0⟩ + |1L⟩ |1⟩). The
optimal recovery for the state of the art [4, 1] code
[17] against AD noise leads to an entanglement fi-
delity F [4,1]

ent ≈ 1 − 1.25γ2 + O(γ3) whereas our
three-qubit code yields a higher entanglement fidelity
F [3,1]
ent = 1

1+0.5γ2 = 1 − 0.5γ2 + O(γ3).

Alternate Formulation of Approximate QEC. Although
the three-qubit code defined in Eq. (2) does not sat-
isfy the Knill-Laflamme conditions, it demonstrates good
error correction capability for the AD noise channel by
leveraging the distribution of the error subspaces in the
entire Hilbert space. This naturally leads to the question
as to whether there exist algebraic conditions for quan-
tum error correction that capture the behaviour of the
3-qubit code in the presence of AD noise.

Consider the following scenario where the Kraus oper-
ators {Ei} of a noise channel E are divided into groups
based on their actions on the logical states. Specifi-
cally, we group together Kraus operators to form a set
E(a) = {E(a)

m }ηa

m=1 such that they map a logical state |iL⟩
into states {E(a)

m |iL⟩}ηa

m=1 such that these states are or-
thogonal to any other set of states {E(b)

m |jL⟩}ηb

m=1 with
i ̸= j and a ̸= b.

In other words, we define subspaces S(a)
i spanned

by the states {E(a)
m |iL⟩}ηa

m=1 and impose the constraint
that these should be mutually nonoverlapping, that is,
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FIG. 1: Representation of the action of noise on the
codewords. Different sets of errors E(a) map the logical
states |mL⟩ to different error subspaces S(a)

m which are
orthogonal to each other.

⟨iL|E(a)†
m E

(b)
n |jL⟩ ∝ δabδij ,∀m,n. Note that the states

E
(a)
m |iL⟩ are written upto to appropriate normalization

factors. Some states in the set {E(a)
m |iL⟩}ηa

m=1 can be lin-
early dependent, so the dimension of the subspace S(a)

i

spanned by these states is at most ηa. If there are µ such
groups of Kraus operators, the full Hilbert space contains
qkµ such subspaces as shown in Fig. 1. With this struc-
ture in mind, we can now state a set of approximate QEC
conditions satisfied by the 3-qubit code in Eq. (2).

Theorem 1 Consider an [n, k]q quantum code with log-
ical states {|iL⟩}q

k−1
i=0 and a noise channel E with Kraus

operators {E(a)
m }. If,

ηa∑
m=1

⟨iL|E(a)†
m E(b)

n |jL⟩ = χai δijδab, (7)

holds true for all i, j, a, b, where χai is a constant depend-
ing only on i and a, then there exists a probabilistic re-
covery operation that can perfectly correct all the errors
introduced by the noise channel E.

Proof: The proof is constructive. Any logical quan-
tum state can be expressed as a superposition of the code-
words as |ψL⟩ =

∑
x βx |xL⟩. We can express the noisy

state after the action of the noise channel E as,

E(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|) =
∑
w,p

E(w)
p |ψL⟩⟨ψL|E(w)†

p

=
∑

p,w,x,y

βxβ
∗
yE

(w)
p |xL⟩⟨yL|E(w)†

p

We perform a projective measurement with the opera-
tors {P1, P2, . . . , Pµ, Pµ+1 = I −

∑µ
a=1 Pa} to detect the

type of error that has occurred. A measurement outcome
corresponding to Pa suggests that the quantum state is
affected by one of the errors in the set E(a). We abort the
protocol if we get an outcome corresponding to Pµ+1.

After the successful detection of the type of error, the
post-measurement state, up to some normalization con-
stant, can be written as,

PaE(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)Pa =
∑
p,x,y

βxβ
∗
yE

(a)
p |xL⟩⟨yL|E(a)†

p . (8)

Now we apply the corresponding recovery operator

Ra = λa

qk−1∑
i=0

1
χai

|iL⟩⟨iL|
ηa∑
m=1

E(a)†
m , (9)

where, λa is chosen such that the largest eigenvalue of
R†
aRa is one. We can express the state after the action

of Ra as,

RaPaE(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)PaR†
a

=
∑
p,x,y

|λa|2βxβ∗
y

∑
i,j,m,n

1
χai (χaj )∗ |iL⟩ ⟨iL|E(a)†

m E(a)
p |xL⟩⟨yL|

E(a)†
p E(a)

n |jL⟩⟨jL|
(10)

Using the condition in Eq. (7), we can rewrite the recov-
ered state in Eq. (10) as,

RaPaE(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)PaR†
a = |λa|2ηa |ψL⟩⟨ψL| , (11)

where ηa is the number of Kraus operators in the channel
E(a).

Hence, the recovery channel R with Kraus operators
{RaPa}µa=1 can correct for a noise channel E with finite,
non-zero probability if the codewords satisfy the condi-
tions given in Eq. (7). □

A new class of quantum codes for AD noise. We now
use the approximate quantum error correction condi-
tions in Eq. (7) to construct a family of quantum codes
using permutation-invariant quantum states with differ-
ent excitation numbers, that can correct for amplitude-
damping (AD) noise.

An n-qubit permutation-invariant quantum state with
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excitation number e is denoted by |n, e⟩PIS and defined
as,

|n, e⟩PIS = 1√(
n
e

) ∑
x1,x2,...,xn∈{0,1}
x1+x2+...+xn=e

|x1⟩ ⊗ |x2⟩ ⊗ . . .⊗ |xn⟩ .

(12)
Given the number of logical qubits k and the order of AD
noise to correct t, we construct a [2k(t+ 1) − 1, k] family
of codes whose logical states are constructed by the n-
qubit permutation invariant states given in Eq. (12). A
logical state |iL⟩ is given by,

|iL⟩ = |n, (t+ 1)decimal(i) + t⟩PIS , (13)

where i is an n-bit binary string, and decimal(i) is the
decimal number corresponding to the binary string. This
class of codes is non-additive in nature and lacks a sta-
bilizer description. Note that our codes differ from the
permutation invariant codes delineated in Ref. [18], as
all the codewords of our codes have distinct excitation
numbers.

The minimum number of qubits required to encode k
qubits using the code in Eq. (13) is nmin = 2k(t+ 1) − 1.
This follows from the fact that the largest “logical" exci-
tation number a logical state can achieve is 2k − 1, and
we get the corresponding physical excitation number by
substituting decimal(i) = 2k − 1 in Eq. (13) leading to
2k(t + 1) − 1. This value is exactly equal to the num-
ber of physical qubits of the quantum code. Thus, this
construction leads to a family of [2k(t + 1) − 1, k] quan-
tum codes, which satisfy the error-correcting conditions
in Eq. (7) for all the AD Kraus operators defined in
Eq. (1) with damping strength up to O(γt). We state
this result formally here and refer to Appendix C for the
detailed proof.

Lemma 1 The quantum code given in Eq. (13) satis-
fies the error correction conditions in Eq. (7) for the
amplitude-damping channel with damping strength up to
order t, when the Kraus operators are grouped according
to their order in terms of the damping strength γ.

Furthermore, for a fixed k, the amplitude damping
strength up to which the logical qubits are protected t

is asymptotically linear in the total number of physical
qubits n. Therefore, the AD analogue (t/n) of relative
distance (d/n) is constant for this family of codes. For
example, we obtain a [5, 1] quantum code that can cor-
rect up to second order of the damping noise as the span

of the codewords,

|0L⟩

= 1√
10

(|11000⟩ + |10100⟩ + |10010⟩ + |10001⟩ + |01100⟩

+ |01010⟩ + |01001⟩ + |00110⟩ + |00101⟩ + |00011⟩),
|1L⟩ = |11111⟩ .

A detailed comparison of the performance of our [3, 1]
and [5, 1] codes against other codes in the literature is
shown in Fig. 2. Moreover, one can empower exist-
ing codes for AD with probabilistic recovery for bet-
ter performance. In this setting, we show that our
codes beat the best existing AD code in Appendix F.
A few sample combinations of (n, k, t) where a code
from our family with n physical qubits can protect
k logical qubits from AD noise upto order t include
(3, 1, 1), (5, 1, 2), (7, 2, 1), (7, 1, 3), (11, 2, 2), (15, 3, 1).

Although the encoding rate of our code decreases
exponentially with an increase in the number of log-
ical qubits k for a fixed number of physical qubits
n and order of correction t, they achieve the optimal
rate possible when encoding a single qubit, that is, k = 1.

Noise-adapted Hamming bound for amplitude-damping
noise. For Pauli noise, the minimum number of qubits
required to protect logical qubits from Pauli errors of a
certain threshold weight is given by the Hamming bound
[19]. Based on our approximate QEC conditions, we ob-
tain a noise-adapted Hamming bound, which provides
an expression for the minimum number of qubits needed
to protect the logical qubits from a tth order amplitude-
damping noise.

Lemma 2 For correcting the amplitude-damping noise
of order t, a quantum code encoding k logical qudits of
dimension qℓ into n physical qudits of dimension qp, has
to satisfy the following inequality

qnp ≥
t∑

a=0

⌊ a
qp

⌋∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
n

i

)(
a− iqp + n− 1

n− 1

)
qkl . (14)

This Lemma is proved in Appendix D. Furthermore, the
family of codes constructed above saturates the noise-
adapted Hamming bound given in Lemma 2 when we
encode a single qubit, as stated below and proven in Ap-
pendix E.

Lemma 3 The family of [2k(t + 1) − 1, k] qubit codes
given in Eq. (13) saturates the noise-adapted Hamming
bound for amplitude-damping given in Eq. (14) for k = 1.

Bosonic codes. Finally, we note that there are several
bosonic quantum codes [21, 22] that satisfy the approxi-
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FIG. 2: Entanglement fidelity Fent as a function of the
damping strength γ for our proposed [3, 1] (in orange

solid) and [5, 1] (in blue solid) AD correcting codes. The
fidleities for the [4, 1] AD code [6] (in red dot-dashed),
the [5, 1, 3] stabilizer code [20] (in black dashed), and
the bare qubit (gray solid) are shown for comparison.

mate error correction conditions in Eq. (7) for amplitude-
damping noise. For a physical system with more than two
levels, the Kraus operators of the AD channel are given
by,

Ak =
q−1∑
r=k

√(
r

k

)√
(1 − γ)r−kγk |r − k⟩ ⟨r| , (15)

Using our conditions, we can show that it is possi-
ble to protect n logical qudits from t-order amplitude-
damping noise by encoding them into a single mode as
|(j1j2 · · · jn)L⟩ = |(t+ 1)decimal(j1j2 · · · jn) + t⟩. This
construction requires only a four-level system to protect
a qubit from first-order damping errors and achieves a
resource overhead that is lower than the lowest-order bi-
nomial code described in Eq. 2 of Ref. [23], which needs
a five-level system for equivalent protection.

We present another example of a code that encodes a
single logical qubit into two qutrits and protects it from
all the first-order amplitude damping errors. The code-
words for this encoding are given by,

|0L⟩ = 1√
2

(|01⟩ + |10⟩), |1L⟩ = 1√
2

(|21⟩ + |12⟩).

This code has a worst-case fidelity of the form
Fworst−case = 1− 5

4γ
2 +O(γ3) when it is recovered using

the probabilistic protocol explained earlier. This code
outperforms the code described in Ref. [24] for which
Fworst−case = 1 − 6γ2 + O(γ3).

Conclusions. We have demonstrated the existence of a
3-qubit code that can correct for first-order amplitude-
damping noise, by going beyond the current framework of
approximate quantum error correction (AQEC). Specifi-
cally, this code works by grouping the set of correctable
errors in such a way that distinct error subsets can be
distinguished by unique projective measurements. The
non-unitary action of the errors however makes the re-
covery protocol probabilistic, but we show that this pro-
tocol can still be implemented with a finite probability
of success.

Our generalized AQEC conditions lead to a class of
quantum codes that encode logical states into permuta-
tion invariant states with different excitation numbers.
These codes exhibit superior performance against AD
noise compared to all existing quantum codes in terms
of entanglement fidelity. Our approach also enables us to
write down a noise-adapted quantum Hamming bound
that is tailored for AD noise.

The alternate recipe for approximate QEC presented
here can be used to find efficient quantum codes where
the dominant noise process of the hardware is known and
has a non-unitary structure. A potential interesting di-
rection of research is to find efficient noise-adapted quan-
tum codes for other physically motivated non-unitary
noise processes, such as photon loss, erasure noise and
generalized AD noise. Unlike the known classes of noise-
adapted quantum codes for AD noise [6, 11], the codes
presented here do not have any stabilizer structure, and
hence fall under the class of non-additive codes. Investi-
gating the fault tolerance aspect of such a class of codes
is an interesting direction for future research.
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Appendix A: Implementation of non-unitary
operator

To implement a recovery operator Ri, we construct two
measurement operators {Ri, R̃i =

√
I −R†

iRi} with dis-
tinct outcomes which will tell us if the implementation of
Ri is successful. We do not need any normalization while
constructing the measurement operators as the largest
eigenvalue of R†

iRi ∀i is always one by its construction.
However, in a general scenario, one must normalize them
to make them physical. The right polar decomposition of
Ri gives Ri = Ui

√
R†
iRi. We construct a unitary matrix

that operates on a larger Hilbert space as follows,

Ũi =

√
I −R†

iRi −
√
R†
iRi√

R†
iRi

√
I −R†

iRi

 (A1)

We attach an ancilla qubit initialized to |0⟩. First, we
apply the four-qubit unitary Ũi followed by the three-
qubit unitary Ui. We then measure the ancilla qubit
on the Z-basis. If the outcome is |0⟩, our protocol is
successful. The circuit for this procedure is depicted in
Fig. 3. As this recovery is probabilistic, we estimate the
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FIG. 4: Probability of successful implementation of the
recovery for the three-qubit code with the damping
strength (γ) of the AD channel. The probability of

success is maximum for θ = π and minimum for θ = 0.

probability of success of this protocol, which is given by

psuccess

= Tr[R0P0E(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)P0R
†
0 +R1P1E(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|)P1R

†
1]

= 1 − 2γ + 3 − cos θ
2 γ2 + O(γ3)

(A2)

The probability reaches its maximum when θ = π and its
minimum when θ = 0. However, as the state-dependent
term θ in Eq. (A2) is weighted by γ2, a smaller value of γ
results in reduced state dependence. Fig. 4 illustrates the
success probability of our protocol, psuccess as a function
of the damping strength of the amplitude damping (AD)
channel.

Appendix B: Robustness of the recovery protocol
against experimental inaccuracies

The recovery operation for the codes constructed in
this paper to protect against amplitude damping noise
require the knowledge of the amplitude damping strength
γ. In practice, these are estimated via experiments, and
therefore, the estimates might contain inaccuracies. Also,
sometimes, even the true value of the device might fluctu-
ate. In this section, we show that the fidelity of our code
is robust against these fluctuations and minor estimation
errors.

To model the experimental inaccuracy and the fluc-
tuations, we assume that the experimental value of the
damping strength of the noise channel γe is a Gaus-
sian random variable centred around the actual damping
strength γ with a standard deviation of σ. The proba-

(a) Change of entanglement fidelity with damping
strength of the noise channel for different standard

deviations σ = 0.05 (in solid red), σ = 0.1 (in dashed
blue), σ = 0.15 (in dot-dashed grey).

(b) Entanglement fidelity vs standard deviation for
different damping strengths of the noise channel,
γ = 0.05 (in solid red), γ = 0.1 (in dashed blue),

γ = 0.15 (in dot-dashed grey).
FIG. 5: Entanglement fidelity of the three-qubit code
for different experimental values. The plots show that

the recovery protocol is quite robust against the
experimental inaccuracies of determining the actual
damping strength and/or the fluctuation in the true

damping strength of the noise channel itself. We do not
see a drastic fall in the entanglement fidelity for

deviated values of the damping strength or modest
standard deviations, proving the robustness of our

protocol.

bility density function is given by

p(γe) = 1√
2πσ2

e− (γe−γ)2

2σ2 (B1)

We assume that the recovery is performed using the ex-
perimental value γe. The average entanglement fidelity
of our code in this case is given by

Fent(γ, σ) =
∫ ∞

−∞
⟨ψp| (Rγe◦Eγ)⊗I(|ψp⟩ ⟨ψp|) |ψp⟩ p(γe)dγe,

(B2)
where Eγ is the noise channel with damping strength γ,
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Rγe
is the recovery channel constructed using estimated

damping strength γe and |ψp⟩ is the purified state of the
logical maximally mixed state. Fig. 5 shows that the
average entanglement fidelity of our three-qubit code is
robust against minor experimental inaccuracies.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 1

The codewords given in Eq. (13) are permutation
invariant states with excitation number e = (t +
1)decimal(i) + t, where t is the order of the AD noise
the code can correct. Any Kraus operator with a-order
damping strength strength acts on |iL⟩ as,

A(a)
x |iL⟩ =

√(
n−a
e−a

)(
n
e

) (1 − γ)e−aγa
∣∣∣ϕ(x)
e−a

〉
(C1)

The state
∣∣∣ϕ(x)
e−a

〉
is a superposition of

(
n−a
e−a

)
states with

excitation number e−a. The states present in the super-
position depend on x. As states with distinct excitation
numbers are orthogonal to each other, we can say that

⟨iL|A(a)†
x A(b)

y |jL⟩ ∝ δabδij . (C2)

We only need to prove that the quantity χ
(a)
i =∑ηa

x=1 ⟨iL|A(a)†
x A

(a)
y |iL⟩ is independent of y. Now,

ηa∑
x=1

A(a)
x |iL⟩ =

√(
n−a
e−a

)(
n
e

) (1 − γ)e−aγa
ηa∑
x=1

∣∣∣ϕ(x)
e−a

〉
=

(
n− a

e− a

)√
(1 − γ)e−aγa(

n
e

) (
n

e− a

)
|n, e− a⟩PIS (C3)

Using Eq. (C1) and Eq. (C3), we have,

χai =
ηa∑
x=1

⟨iL|A(a)†
x A(a)

y |iL⟩

=
(
n−a
e−a

) 3
2 ηa√(

n
e−a

)(
n
e

) (1 − γ)e−aγa PIS

〈
n, e− a

∣∣∣ϕ(x)
e−a

〉

=
(
n−a
e−a

)2
ηa(

n
e

)(
n
e−a

) (1 − γ)e−aγa, (C4)

which is independent of y. This concludes the proof.

Appendix D: Proof of Lemma 2

In an amplitude-damping channel, the number of a-
order errors is ζa =

∑⌊ a
qp

⌋
i=0 (−1)i

(
n
i

)(
a−iqp+n−1

n−1
)
. We ob-

tain this expression by finding the coefficient of xa in
(1 + x+ x2 + · · · + xqp−1)n [25]. Hence, to correct up to
O(γt) AD noise, one needs to correct

∑t
a=0 ζa numbers of

errors. Using packing arguments, we note that the num-
ber of total correctable errors times the dimension of the
codespace should be less than or equal to the dimension
of the whole Hilbert space. If a code is encoding k qudits
(with local dimension qℓ) into n qudits or Bosonic modes
(with maximum available levels qp), the dimension of the
codespace is qkℓ , and the dimension of the whole Hilbert
space is qnp . Hence, to correct t-order AD noise, a lower
bound on n can be found from Eq. (14).

Appendix E: Proof of Lemma 3

For k = 1, we get a family of codes [2t+ 1, 1] that can
correct up to t-order of amplitude-damping noise. As this
is a qubit code, qℓ = qp = 2. To prove this lemma, we
need to show that Eq. (14) satisfies equality for n = 2t+1
and k = 1, i.e.,

4t =
t∑

a=0

⌊ a
2 ⌋∑
i=0

(−1)i
(

2t+ 1
i

)(
a− 2i+ 2t

2t

)
. (E1)

We start by expanding (1 + x)n in a polynomial series of
x as,

(1 + x)n =
n∑
i=0

(
n

i

)
xi (E2)

We substitute n = 2t+ 1 and x = 1 in Eq. (E2) and get

22t+1 =
2t+1∑
i=0

(
2t+ 1
i

)

=
t∑
i=0

(
2t+ 1
i

)
+

2t+1∑
i=t+1

(
2t+ 1
i

)
(E3)

Using
(
n
m

)
=

(
n

n−m
)

and substituting 2t + 1 − i = j, we
get

∑2t+1
i=t+1

(2t+1
i

)
=

∑t
j=0

(2t+1
j

)
. Hence Eq. (E3) takes

the form

4t =
t∑
i=0

(
2t+ 1
i

)
(E4)

We complete the proof by using the following identity

(
n

a

)
=

⌊ a
2 ⌋∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
n

i

)(
a− 2i+ n− 1

n− 1

)
. (E5)
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Proof of the above identity. Consider the following series
expansions.

(1 − x2)n =
n∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
n

i

)
x2i (E6)

(1 − x)−n =
∞∑
k=0

(
n+ k − 1

k

)
xk (E7)

Multiplying Eq. (E6) and Eq. (E7), we get

(1 + x)n =
n∑
i=0

∞∑
k=0

(−1)i
(
n+ k − 1

k

)(
n

i

)
x2i+k (E8)

One can obtain Eq. (E5) by comparing the power of xa
on both sides of Eq. (E8).

Appendix F: Comparison with four-qubit code

All the quantum codes that satisfy the Knill-Laflamme
conditions satisfy our error correction condition in The-
orem 1. Here, we are going to compare the performance
of our three-qubit code against the state of the art four-
qubit code for amplitude-damping noise [6] where we use
the probabilistic recovery that we prescribe in the main
text for both the codes. This code satisfies the QEC con-
dition in Eq. (7) for all the amplitude-damping errors up
to the first order. If we apply the probabilistic recov-
ery for the four-qubit code, we get entanglement fidelity
of the form F [4,1]

ent = 1 − 0.5γ2 − 0.1γ3 + O(γ4), which
does not beat the performance of our three-qubit code as
shown in Fig. 6a. Fig. 6b shows that the worst-case prob-
ability pworst−casesuccess = min

{θ,ϕ}
psuccess of successful recovery

for the [4, 1] code is slightly higher than the [3, 1] code
for γ < 0.154.

(a) Entanglement fidelity with damping strength of the
AD noise channel for [3, 1] code with probabilistic

recovery (in dot-dashed blue), [4, 1] code with
probabilistic recovery (in solid grey), and [3, 1] code

with deterministic recovery [6] (in dashed red).

(b) Worst-case probability of successful implementation
of the probabilistic recovery vs the damping strength of
the AD noise channel for the [3, 1] code (in solid blue),

and [4, 1] code (in solid grey).
FIG. 6: A comparative plot between the performance of the [3, 1] code and the [4, 1] code in terms of entanglement

fidelity and the probability of successful implementation of the recovery operation.
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