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Arbitrarily long quantum computations require quantum memories that can be repeatedly mea-
sured without being corrupted. Here, we preserve the state of a quantum memory, notably with
the additional use of flagged error events. All error events were extracted using fast, mid-circuit
measurements and resets of the physical qubits. Among the error decoders we considered, we in-
troduce a perfect matching decoder that was calibrated from measurements containing up to size-4
correlated events. To compare the decoders, we used a partial post-selection scheme shown to retain
ten times more data than full post-selection. We observed logical errors per round of 2.2±0.1×10−2

(decoded without post-selection) and 5.1± 0.7× 10−4 (full post-selection), which was less than the
physical measurement error of 7 × 10−3 and therefore surpasses a pseudo-threshold for repeated
logical measurements.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Preparing and preserving logical quantum states is nec-
essary for performing long quantum computations [1].
Because noise inevitably corrupts the underlying phys-
ical qubits, quantum error correction (QEC) codes have
been designed to detect and recover from errors [2–6].
Significant efforts are currently focused on demonstrating
capabilities that will be necessary for implementing prac-
tical QEC. An optimal choice of a code varies depend-
ing on the device and its noise properties [7]. Notable
experimental implementations include NMR [8, 9], ion
traps [10–13], donors [14–16], quantum dots [17, 18], and
superconducting qubits [19–23]. Recent developments of
high-fidelity mid-circuit measurements and resets of su-
perconducting qubits have enabled the preparation and
repeated stabilization of logical states [24–26]; demon-
strations of such quantum memories with enhanced life-
times have been limited by, among other reasons, a com-
bination of gate and measurement cross-talk.

One way to mitigate cross-talk [27] is to reduce the
lattice connectivity [28, 29]. Consequently, fault-tolerant
operations require intermediary qubits; such qubits can
be used to flag high-weight errors originating from low-
weight errors [30, 31]. In certain QEC codes and lattice
geometries, flag qubits supply the information needed to
extend the effective distance of a QEC code up to its
intended distance, and thus enable maximal efficiency at
detecting and correcting errors [32].
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FIG. 1. (Color) (a) Experiments were performed on
ibmq kolkata, which had 27 qubits connected in a heavy
hexagon (HH) topology. The 7 qubits used for the J4, 1, 2K
code are colored yellow, blue and pink. (b) The code lay-
out indicates a single weight-4, X stabilizer (pink), and two
weight-2, Z stabilizers (blue) on the four data qubits (yellow)
labelled di for integers ‘i’ from 0 to 3. For the weight-2 sta-
bilizers, superscripts ‘0,2’ (‘1,3’) indicates the data qubits on
which they operate. The reduced connectivity of the graph is
addressed by flag qubits (blue) alternating between (i) being
used as weight-2 stabilizers, and (ii) as intermediary qubits
used to detect errors on the center, syndrome qubit (pink). (c)
Circuit diagram for the code layout in (b) applied to an initial
|−〉L logical state with alternating, repeated X- and Z-check
stabilizer measurements, together comprising a round, with
mid-circuit reset operations (‘0’) applied between rounds. In
this illustration, the final measurement measures the four data
qubits in the X-basis.

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

04
28

5v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 8
 O

ct
 2

02
1

mailto:ehchen@ibm.com
mailto:ted.yoder@ibm.com


2

We demonstrated repeated error detection and cor-
rection of a J4, 1, 2K error-detecting topological stabilizer
code on a heavy-hexagonal (HH) device designed to mit-
igate the limiting effects of cross-talk using flag qubits.
The combination of fast readout with reduced qubit con-
nectivity improved, after post-selecting on instances in
which no errors were detected, logical errors per round
when compared to the physical measurement error rate.
A thorough analysis of this code led us to introduce a par-
tial post-selection scheme allowing us to discard ten times
less data for comparing matching decoding algorithms.
Compared against previously known decoding strategies
on the entire data set, we found that a decoder performed
best with experimentally-calibrated edge weights that ac-
count for the correlations between syndromes. Further-
more, we showed that correlations between five or more
syndromes can be eliminated by the application of a “de-
flagging” procedure. The minimal impact of deflagging
on logical errors is an encouraging sign that this tech-
nique, and its extension to general flag-based codes, is a
viable way to process flag outcomes in practice.

II. THEORY

Active error-correction involves decoding, using syn-
drome measurements, the errors that occurred in the cir-
cuit so that the proper corrections can be applied. We
define error-sensitive events to be linear combinations
of syndrome measurement bits that, in an ideal circuit,
would be zero. Thus, a non-zero error-sensitive event in-
dicates some error has occurred. For the HH code, there
are two types of error-sensitive events (1) the difference
of two subsequent measurements of the same stabilizer,
and (2) flag qubit measurements.

Error-sensitive events are depicted as nodes in a de-
coding graph with edges representing errors that are de-
tected by both events at their end points (Fig. 2(a)).
If the probability an edge occurs is P , then the edge is
given weight log((1 − P )/P ). The decoding graph may
also have a boundary node, so that an error detected by
just one error-sensitive event can be represented as an
edge from that event to the boundary node. In practice,
there are also errors detected by more than two error-
sensitive events that could be represented as hyperedges
in a more general decoding hypergraph.

Given a set of non-zero error-sensitive events,
minimum-weight perfect-matching (MWPM) finds paths
of edges connecting pairs of those events with minimum
total weight, and is a simple and effective decoding algo-
rithm for a topological stabilizer code that only operates
on a decoding graph [33], as opposed to a decoding hy-
pergraph. While MWPM is computationally efficient, the
analogous matching algorithm on a hypergraph is not,
which limits the practicality of a decoding hypergraph.

The effectiveness of MWPM depends crucially on edge
weights in the decoding graph. We explored three strate-
gies for setting these edge weights: (1) In the uniform ap-

proach, all edge weights were identical. (2) In the analyt-
ical approach, edge weights were individually calculated
in terms of Pauli error rate parameters ρj , where the in-
dex j indicates one of the six errors being considered:
CNOT gates, single-qubit gates, idle locations, initializa-
tion, resets, and measurements. The numerical values of
the parameters ρj can be chosen in several ways as dis-
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FIG. 2. (Color) (a) Decoder graph for the code layout de-
picted in Fig. 1(b). Syndromes from weight-4 (2) stabilizers
are mapped to the pink (blue) nodes, and the weight-2 flag
measurements are mapped onto the white nodes. Identical
to Fig. 1, ‘0,2’ (‘1,3’) denotes the left (right) hand side of
the code layout. For initial | − /+〉L states stabilized by the
circuit in Fig. 1(c), there are three different possible size-4
hyperedges within each round, each highlighted in dark blue
across three consecutive rounds. The boundary nodes in black
have, by definition, edges with weight ‘0’ connecting them;
rendering all boundary nodes to be effectively a single node
for the purposes of the decoding process. (b) Experimentally
adjusted correlation probabilities of hyperedges for the circuit
in Fig. 1(c) with three rounds of stabilizer measurements. The
hyperedges are sorted from largest to smallest based on the
results from a least-squares fit using a six-parameter noise
model. Points with darker colors represent hyperedges of
greater sizes, as shown in the lower half of the plot. Hyper-
edges with indices greater than 93 (shaded gray) had no an-
alytical expression, but were still experimentally adjusted to
quantify the impact of computational leakage (Supp. D). The
result of fitting the six-parameter noise model (fit, pink dash)
agreed well with the analytical (red dash) curve generated us-
ing noise terms from simultaneous randomized benchmarking
(Table S5).
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cussed in Sect. III. (3) In the correlation approach, we
analyzed experimental data to determine a set of edge
probabilities that are likely to have produced it. This
approach involved first calculating the probabilities for
all hyperedges in the decoding hypergraph before deter-
mining the edge probabilities used in the decoder graph.

A hyperedge in the decoding hypergraph represents
any of a number of Pauli faults in the circuit that are in-
distinguishable from one another because they each lead
to the same set of non-zero error-sensitive events. If sev-
eral faults occur together, the symmetric difference of
their hyperedges is denoted S, the syndrome, or, in other
words, the set of non-zero error-sensitive events that is
observed. The probability we observe a particular S is
the probability that hyperedges occur in combination to
produce S. Since this is related to the probability αh
of an individual hyperedge h occurring, we can learn αh
from many observations of S.

Realistically, the possible hyperedges are limited in
size |h| by locality of the circuits. In the J4, 1, 2K code,
we found that hyperedges are limited to sizes four or
less. Finding αh in practical time begins by consider-
ing local clusters and then adjusting local estimates re-
cursively from size-4 hyperedges down to size-1 and -2
(Fig. 2 and Supp. G). Only size-1 and -2 edges are re-
quired for MWPM, but ignoring larger hyperedges can
result in nonphysical, negative size-1 correlations.

Another way we explored decoding strategies was to
consider analyzing only a subset of all data. By Pauli
tracing (Supp. D), we classified edges in the decoding
graph into three categories depending on whether its in-
clusion in the minimum-weight matching necessitated:
(1) flipping the logical measurement, (2) not flipping the
logical measurement, or (3) is ambiguous (Fig. S1). The
ambiguous case occurs specifically for error-detecting
codes, like the J4, 1, 2K code presented here, because some
errors result in the decoder having to choose between two
equally probable corrections.

Using these classifications for edges in the decoder
graph, we explored three degrees of post-selection. The
most conservative approach, using full post-selection, in-
volved discarding all results showing any non-zero error-
sensitive event; this approach was the only one in which
further decoding cannot be done. In the opposite regime,
without post-selection, all results were kept and any am-
biguous edges in the MWPM were treated without flip-
ping the logical measurement; here, logical error rates
could have been improved by decoding but was not
strictly needed. Finally, the intermediate regime involved
a partial post-selection scheme whereby results were only
discarded if the MWPM algorithm highlighted an am-
biguous edge; here, decoding had to be done so that re-
sults with ambiguous edges that were highlighted could
be discarded.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Fitting the adjusted hyperedge probabilities to analyt-
ical expressions produces approximate estimates for the
six-noise parameters in the error correcting experiments
(Fig. 2(b)). These noise estimates were found to be in
good agreement with benchmarks based on simultaneous
randomized benchmarking. Experiments were performed
on four logical states (|−/+〉L and |0/1〉L) each of which
was stabilized up to 10 rounds to extract a logical error
per round of stabilizers (Fig. 3). This logical error varied
depending on the analysis method.

For the full post-selection scheme, the logical error for
some rounds fell below the best and average physical ini-
tialization and measurement errors - a hallmark of be-
ing below a so-called pseudo-threshold for fault-tolerant
quantum computing. Fitting the decay curves resulted
in inferred logical errors per round of 6.4±1.3×10−4 for
| − /+〉L, and 11± 1× 10−4 for |0/1〉L.

If none of the instances of the experiment were dis-
carded, then the logical error remained consistently
above the pseudo-threshold. In this analysis without any
post-selection and without decoding, we inferred logical
errors per round of 40.4 ± 0.2 × 10−3 for | − /+〉L, and
102± 2× 10−3 for |0/1〉L.

Recalling that the J4, 1, 2K is an error detecting code,
we used the syndrome outcomes from each stabilizer
round to perform a post-facto logical correction in soft-
ware. Discarding instances where ambiguous edges were
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FIG. 3. (Color) (top) Fraction of total results used for the
logical states ((a) |0〉L, (b) |−〉L) as the number of stabi-
lizer rounds were repeated from 0 to 10 times when full (blue
squares), none (yellow circles), or partial (gray triangles)
post-selection analysis was used. (bottom) The correspond-
ing logical errors versus number of rounds. The dashed red
lines indicate the pseudo-threshold as determined by the best
(average) physical measurement errors of 7×10−3 (7.7×10−3).
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highlighted by the decoder allowed us to apply the par-
tial, in contrast with the full, post-selection scheme.
With this scheme, significantly more instances of the ex-

perimental runs remained, resulting in inferred logical
errors per round of 10.7 ± 0.7 × 10−3 for | − /+〉L, and
6.2± 0.3× 10−3 for |0/1〉L.
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FIG. 4. (Color) Logical errors per round initially in |−/+〉L states under various analysis methods with acceptance probability
per round labelled above. Results varied depending on whether the flag events were directly used for decoding (flag) or indirectly
used for decoding using a deflagging procedure (Supp. F). (a) Logical error per round for full and none post-selection methods.
25.5% of the counts were rejected with each round for the full post-selection scheme. (b) Comparison between errors using
three decoder graphs on data without post-selection. (c) Comparison between errors using three decoder graphs on data with
partial post-selection. The approximate percentage of counts rejected for each stabilizer round are indicated above each bar.

Within the none and partial post-selection schemes,
we were able to compare the performance of three dif-
ferent instances of decoders (Fig. 4). The most generic
decoder assumes there was no known noise model for
the underlying physical system. Such a uniform de-
coder graph, in which every edge of the decoder graph
was given equal weights, was expected to perform bet-
ter than no decoding at all; but, was expected to be
worse than any other graph whose edges were informed
by some knowledge of the underlying noise. For instance,
by selecting a simple, Pauli noise model, analytical ex-
pressions for the edge weights were calculated and led
to improved logical error rates. Alternatively, if no as-
sumptions were made about the noise, then edge weights
were populated by the experimentally calibrated, corre-
lation probabilities described earlier. We found that, as
expected, such a correlation decoder graph indeed cor-
rected for logical errors more effectively than the uni-
form decoding strategy and compared well with the an-
alytical method (Fig. 4(b)). However, when the partial
post-selection scheme was used, this trend no longer held
since an analytical decoder with noise parameters from si-
multaneous randomized benchmarking outperformed the
correlation analysis (Fig. 4(c)).

While the correlation analysis should, in principle, con-
tain complete information about all of the noise in our
experiments, its implementation is expected to become
more computationally costly when applied to codes at
larger distances. We simplified the decoder graph, and
thus the number and size of hyperedges needed in the
correlation analysis, by feeding-forward information from

each round of flag measurements. This procedure, known
as “deflagging” (Supp. F), allowed us to eliminate all 30
of the size-4 hyperedges in an experiment with 10 rounds
of stabilizer measurements without a significant increase
in the logical error per round (Fig. 4). Furthermore, the
logical errors were mostly preserved compared to results
without the deflagging procedure.

Naiv̈ely extending the HH code to distance-3 would
result in size-5 hyperedges arising in the decoder hyper-
graph. However, when deflagging is applied, we found
that there were no longer any size-5 hyperedges, and the
number of size-4 hyperedges reduced from 148r − 12 to
60r − 12, where r ≥ 1 is the number of rounds. Since
the computational resources scale exponentially with the
largest weight hyperedge in a graph, we expect that the
deflagging procedure will provide a dramatic reduction
in the computational resources needed to carry out the
correlation analysis for codes beyond distance-3.

IV. CONCLUSION

Experimentally preparing and repeatedly stabilizing a
logical quantum state, with error rates nearly ten times
smaller than the lowest physical measurement error rate,
is an important step towards executing larger, fault-
tolerant circuits. The hexagonal lattice on which we
demonstrated our findings can be extended to operate
larger distance versions of the fault-tolerant HH code
used here, or for other related codes [34–36]. Although
the distance-2 version was implemented on a subset of
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qubits within a hexagonal lattice, other topologies are
also expected to benefit; for example, a heavy-square
topology akin to the rotated surface code with added flag
qubits [32]. Nevertheless, our probabilistic error correc-
tion methods and higher order error correlation analysis
represents an approach for improving decoders for codes
with or without flags within any device topology. We also
demonstrated an effective use of flags to limit the extent
of the correlations needed for efficient decoding. Our ap-
proach for extracting quantitative noise figures from the
experiments creates a path to diagnose and reduce the
logical errors per round of codes at larger distances.

As quantum computing devices become larger and less
noisy, approaches such as ours may form the basis for ef-

ficiently decoding experimentally relevant errors. Other
decoding strategies such as maximum-likelihood algo-
rithms are known to scale unfavorably with code dis-
tances but may also benefit from our approach [37–39].
Eventually, decoders will need to be trained in real-
time [40], whereby logical operations could be interleaved
with calibration circuits to periodically update the de-
coder graph’s prior information with calibrated corre-
lation probabilities. Previously studied bootstrapping
techniques [26] coupled with the periodic re-calibration
of the correlation edges may eventually approach near-
optimal decoding efficiencies, although the existence of
an optimal strategy remains an open question.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A. Code preparation and measurement

Here we describe briefly how to prepare, maintain, and
measure logical states of the J4, 1, 2K code. A set of sta-
bilizer generators for this code is

S = 〈S(0,2)
Z = ZIZI, SX = XXXX,S

(1,3)
Z = IZIZ〉

(1)
and its logical operators can be chosen as XL = XIXI
and ZL = ZZII, where the ordering of the Pauli opera-
tors on data qubits ‘0’ through ‘3’ are indexed from left
to right. The stabilizer formalism implies logical states

|0〉L = (|0000〉+ |1111〉)/
√

2, (2)

|1〉L = (|1010〉+ |0101〉)/
√

2,

which are ±1-eigenstates of ZL, respectively. The ±1-
eigenstates of XL are |+〉L = (|0〉L + |1〉L)/

√
2 and

|−〉L = (|0〉L − |1〉L)/
√

2.
Rather than create these logical states via unitary evo-

lution, which may spread errors in a non-fault-tolerant
fashion, instead we use projective measurements. For
example, the |0〉L state is prepared beginning with the

state |0000〉, which is already a +1-eigenstate of S
(0,2)
Z ,

S
(1,3)
Z , and ZL, and measuring SX using the X-check cir-

cuit from Fig. 1(c). Without circuit noise, if the measure-
ment reports 0 (+1-eigenstate), then we have prepared
|0〉L, and if it reports 1 (−1-eigenstate), we have pre-
pared (IZII)|0〉L. In the second case, we could obtain
|0〉L by applying Z to the last qubit, but instead we just
flip all subsequent measurements of SX to account for it.

We likewise prepare |1〉L by starting with XL|0000〉
and measuring SX , |+〉L by starting with |+ + + +〉 and

measuring S
(0,2)
Z and S

(1,3)
Z , and |−〉L by starting with

ZL|+ + + +〉 and measuring S
(0,2)
Z and S

(1,3)
Z . Again, in

each case, we may end up preparing a state that differs
by a Pauli from the logical state we intended (there is
one such case for |0〉L or |1〉L and three cases for |+〉L or
|−〉L), but this is accounted for by subsequently flipping
the appropriate stabilizer measurements in the rest of the
circuit.

After state preparation the circuit continues by re-
peated measurements of the stabilizers, alternating X-
and Z-check circuits from Fig. 1. If the state prepara-

tion required measuring S
(0,2)
Z and S

(1,3)
Z (the |+〉L and

|−〉L cases), then a “round” of syndrome measurement
consists of the X-check circuit followed by the Z-check
circuit. Alternatively, if the state preparation required
measuring SX (the |0〉L and |1〉L cases), then a round
of syndrome measurement consists of the Z-check circuit
followed by the X-check circuit. The number of rounds r
is a parameter that we swept up to 10 in our experiments.

Following the r rounds of syndrome measurements, all
four code qubits are measured in the same basis. If we

prepared states |0〉L or |1〉L they are measured in the Z-
basis, and if we prepared |+〉L or |−〉L they are measured
in the X-basis. From this measurement information, the
values of some stabilizers and one of the two logical op-
erators (Zl or XL) can be inferred.

See Fig. 1(c) for an example of the circuitry described
in this section for the |−〉L case.

B. Summary of experiments

All experiments were taken with 120, 000 shots. In an-
ticipation of executing larger distance codes on the heavy
hexagon lattice, a variety of experimental configurations
were explored:

1. Code layouts
ZXZ : S = 〈ZIZI,XXXX, IZIZ〉 and
XZX : S = 〈XIXI,ZZZZ, IXIX〉.

2. All 7 possible sets of 7 physical qubits needed for
J4, 1, 2K on the lattice of 27 qubits.

3. Initial states |0〉L, |1〉L, |+〉L, |−〉L.

4. Logical state definitions
ZL = ZZII vs. ZL = IIZZ or
XL = XIXI vs. XL = IXIX

5. With and without dynamical decoupling during
idling periods.

6. Both (in main text) vs. single stabilizer measure-
ment checks (i.e. only X-stabilizers in each round)

7. With and without stabilizer measurement rounds of
identical duration - showing that stabilizer checks
preserved logical states with higher fidelity than
simply idling the qubits.

C. State tomography

Upon preparing the logical states using the projective
protocol described in Supp. A we performed quantum
state tomography of the four data qubits. We used the
methodology implemented in Qiskit Ignis (Qiskit version
0.23.0, Terra version 0.17.0, Ignis version 0.6.0) [41]
and ran measurement error mitigation [42] in its full noise
matrix variant also as offered in Ignis. The reconstructed
4-qubit density matrix ρ4Q was then used to compute the
state fidelity as F4Q = 〈ψ|ρ4Q|ψ〉 where |ψ〉 is one of the
logical states described in Eq. 2, or the equivalent log-
ical states in the X−basis. We used the cvx method
for state reconstruction in the StateTomographyFitter
class (see Qiskit Ignis documentation for more details).
We further projected the resulting 4-qubit density matrix
ρ4Q onto the logical codespace [23–25] to obtain the log-
ical codespace probability, FL, along with an acceptance
probability, PL = F4Q/FL, as shown in Table S1.
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Suppose we focus on the preparation of |0〉L as an ex-
ample. Without any errors, state tomography would give
ρ4Q = (ρ0 + ρ1)/2, where ρ0 is the state expected after
measuring ‘0’ for SX (namely, |0〉L) and ρ1 is the state
expected after measuring ‘1’ (namely, IZII|0〉L). The
state ρ4Q is an equal classical mixture of the two cases
because they occur with equal probability. Now, define

F4Q ≡ tr[ρ4Q(ρ0 + ρ1)], (3)

FL ≡ tr[ρ4Q(ρ0 +XLρ0XL + ρ1 +XLρ1XL)], (4)

which represent the probabilities we have the expected
logical state and the probability we are in the codespace,
respectively. Note, PL = F4Q/FL is called the acceptance
probability because it is bounded between ‘0’ and ‘1’.

The cases for |1〉L, |+〉L, and |−〉L are analogous. It
is worth noting that in the |+〉L and |−〉L cases, ρ4Q is
the equal mixture of four states, corresponding to the
four possible combinations of measurement outcomes for

S
(0,2)
Z and S

(1,3)
Z . Also, in the |0〉L and |1〉L cases, we

keep only those runs with trivial flag measurements, as
non-trivial flag measurements means an error must have
occurred.

For these state tomography experiments, we applied
readout correction [42] by constructing a noisy measure-
ment basis from the readout calibration matrix whose
projectors are then used in the state reconstruction, as
detailed in Ref. [43].

logical state F4Q FL PL

|0〉L 0.93173 0.99930 0.93238
|1〉L 0.92532 0.99950 0.92580
|+〉L 0.95602 0.99986 0.95616
|−〉L 0.95632 0.99988 0.95644

TABLE S1. Initial state preparation state tomogra-
phy fidelity using dynamical decoupling. Physical qubit
state tomography fidelity (F4Q), logical codespace fidelity
(FL), and the acceptance probability (PL).

D. Pauli fault tracing

A standard model of faults in quantum error-correction
is Pauli depolarizing noise: any qubit initialization, gate,
idle location, or measurement can suffer a fault, in which
case it is followed (or preceded, in the case of a mea-
surement) by a Pauli P acting on the same number of
qubits (1 or 2) as the circuit component. Initializations
and measurements can just suffer X errors (as Z errors
have no effect), while 1- and 2-qubit gates can suffer any
error from the 1- or 2-qubit Pauli groups.

Consider the set of Pauli errors that result from sin-
gle faults in the syndrome measurement circuits. For
each Pauli error in this set, propagate it through the
circuit and determine the set of error-sensitive events
that detect the error. This set becomes a hyperedge in
the decoding hypergraph. At first order, the probability

P of that hyperedge is just the sum of probabilities of
the faults that can cause it, and its hyperedge weight is
log((1−P )/P ). These hyperedges that can be predicted
and categorized for partial post-selection and decoding
are shown in Fig. S1.

Not all hyperedges in the graph end up having a prob-
ability assigned. For example, in real hardware compu-
tational leakage occurs and is not accounted for by the
Pauli tracer; so hyperedges not predicted by the Pauli
tracer can appear in experiments such as those in Fig. 2.

𝑟 − 1
−round→

𝑟 𝑟 + 1

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

Flip the logical measurement 

Do not flip the logical measurement 

Ambiguous edge

(a) 𝜓 = − 𝑜𝑟 + ! , 𝑍𝑋𝑍 𝑙𝑎𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑡

𝑟 − 1
−round→

𝑟 𝑟 + 1

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

0, 2

0, 2

1, 3

1, 3

(b) 𝜓 = 0 𝑜𝑟 1 ! , 𝑍𝑋𝑍 𝑙𝑎𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑡

FIG. S1. (Color) Three classes of edges found in the (a)
| − /+〉L and (b) |0/1〉L decoder graphs for the ZXZ code
layout (Supp. B). Partial post-selection is done by excluding
instances where the decoder highlighted any ambiguous (or-
ange) edges. For d > 2 quantum error correcting codes, there
would not be any ambiguous (orange) edges in the decoding
graph.

E. Decoding examples

Some examples of how single Pauli faults can be
used by a decoder. When certain edges are highlighted
(Fig. S1), error correction is possible for certain Pauli
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FIG. S2. Single Pauli faults in a circuit (a) leading to error-
sensitive events appearing in the decoder graph. (b) When
a weight-2, ZX Pauli error occurs after a CNOT during a
X-stabilizer measurement, two events are triggered and a de-
coder, if tuned with the correct edge weights, would highlight
the edge connecting those events. (c) When a weight-1, X
Pauli error occurs on a flag qubit, a weight-2 Pauli error ap-
pears on the two of the four data qubits. Without the flag
measurement, this error would have gone undetected by the
any subsequent X- or Z-type stabilizer measurement.

errors (Fig. S2(b)) while others are not (Fig. S2(c)).

F. Deflagging procedure

Using the deflagging procedure illustrated in Fig. S3,
the largest hyperedge sizes in the decoder hypergraph
can be shown, using the Pauli tracer in Supp. D, to be
of size no greater than 4 for the distance-3 HH code.
Generalizations of this procedure to larger distances will
be discussed in upcoming work.

G. Correlation analysis

The goal of the correlation decoder is to learn hyper-
edge probabilities from a set of measurement data. To
do so, we assume that hyperedges occur independently.
While this is not strictly true in the standard model of
depolarizing noise where faults are mutually exclusive
(e.g. if a Hadamard gate fails with an X error it cannot
simultaneously fail with a Y error), it is easy enough to
find an independent error model that is equivalent to the
exclusive one (see [44] and [45]), justifying the assump-
tion of independent hyperedges.

Denote the set of error-sensitive events by E and the
set of possible hyperedges by H. One can determine H
from, for instance, Pauli tracing of single faults with
additional hyperedges added if they are suspected to
be of experimental relevance. From measurement data,
one has access to estimates of the expectation values

(a)

(b)

|0i
|+i

X

|0i0,2

1,3

w4

1

3

2

0

data

flag

measure
Z

Z
X X X
1 2 3

1 2 3
X
X X

|0i
|+i

X

|0i0,2

1,3

w4

1

3

2

0

data

flag

measure
Z

Z
X X X
1 2 3

1 2 3
X
X X

FIG. S3. Deflagging procedure for J4, 1, 2K in a ZXZ Code
layout. This Pauli frame change is applied in the same manner
for larger distance versions of the HH code. If both flags
(w0,2 and w1,3) are raised, then do not apply any Pauli-X in
software. Otherwise: (a) If only the left flag (w0,2) is raised,
apply a Pauli-X to data qubit (d0) in software. (b) If only
the right flag (w1,3) is raised, apply a Pauli-X to data qubit
(d3) in software.

〈h〉 := 〈∏i∈hXi〉, where Xi is the binary random vari-
able associated to error-sensitive event i ∈ E and h ∈ H
is a hyperedge. Also, these expectation values can be
written in terms of hyperedge probabilities αh. Suppose
Lh ⊆ H is the set of hyperedges that have non-empty
intersection with h. Then we have

〈h〉 =
∑

A⊆Lh with
h⊆4a∈Aa

(∏
a∈A

αa
∏

b∈Lh−A

(1− αb)
)
, (5)

where 4 denotes the symmetric difference of sets. Writ-
ing these equations for all h ∈ H, one in principle has a
system of |H| equations and |H| unknowns that can be
solved for αh in terms of the experimentally estimated
expectations 〈h〉. In practice, this system of equations is
too expensive to solve, even numerically, for |H| & 20.



11

FIG. S4. An example hypergraph where each node corre-
sponds to an error-sensitive event. When an error event oc-
curs, the node can be thought of as being highlighted. In this
example, there are two size-4 hyperedges (blue squares), six
size-2 hyperedges (red vertical lines), and nine size-1 hyper-
edges (the individual nodes). A valid set of clusters C consists
of both size-4 hyperedges (say h and h′) and the two size-2
hyperedges drawn in bold, {3, 6} and {4, 7}. After solving for
α̂h on each cluster, hyperedges {4}, {5}, and {6} will need
their probabilities adjusted to yield the final value of αh.

For instance, a J4, 1, 2K experiment preserving the logi-
cal |+〉 state for r rounds of syndrome measurement has
|H| = 32r − 2, which is already prohibitively large for
r = 1.

Therefore, we must settle for an approximate solution
to the equations. This proceeds as follows. First, cluster
hyperedges by finding a subset C ⊂ 2E (where 2E is the
powerset of E) such that for all h ∈ H, there is a c ∈ C
such that h ⊆ c. A simple approach for clustering is
to sort hyperedges by size, from largest to smallest. Go
through the sorted list, placing a hyperedge into C if it
is not already a subset of some element of C. We refer
to elements of C as clusters. It is important for what
follows that clusters are small, and it is evident from the
prescribed clustering approach that the largest cluster
size is equal to the largest hyperedge size.

Next, solve each cluster c ∈ C. Suppose Sc ⊆ H is the
set of hyperedges that are a subset of c. For each h ∈ Sc,
calculate 〈h〉 as if Sc are the only hyperedges that exist.
That is,

〈h〉c =
∑

A⊆Sc with
h⊆4a∈Aa

(∏
a∈A

αa
∏

b∈Sc−A

(1− αb)
)
. (6)

Now we have a system of |Sc| equations and |Sc| un-
knowns, the αh for all h ∈ Sc. If clusters are small,
this is fast to solve. In particular, a size-2 cluster can
be solved analytically (see [26]), while clusters with sizes
three and four can be solved numerically. In general, a

cluster with size |c| leads to at most 2|c| − 1 equations.

The cluster solving procedure is approximate because
clusters are solved assuming only hyperedges within them
exist, while in actuality some hyperedges span different
clusters. The final step is to adjust solutions based on
these spanning hyperedges.

An example of the idea is the following (Fig. S4). Sup-
pose h ⊆ c is a hyperedge within cluster c, which has
some probability αh. Suppose another hyperedge h′ ex-
ists, and h′ 6⊆ c but h′ ∩ c = h. When we solved
cluster c, we obtained some probability α̂h for hyper-
edge h, but because we ignored h′, α̂h is actually the
sum of two different events: either h occurred with-
out h′ occurring, or h′ occurred without h occurring.
Therefore, α̂h = αh(1 − αh′) + (1 − αh)αh′ , and so
αh = (α̂h−αh′)/(1−2αh′) is the probability of h adjusted
by h′. Adjustment commutes – if we need to adjust h by
several hyperedges, we can adjust by one at a time in any
order.

Maximum-size hyperedges do not require adjustment,
since there is no larger h′ to adjust by, and they provide a
base case for the recursive adjustment of all smaller size
hyperedges. This proceeds as follows: (1) Adjust each
hyperedge h ∈ Hc of size s−1 by finding all hyperedges h′

with weight at least s, such that h′∩c = h and h′ 6⊆ c. (2)
For all such h′, perform the update αh ← (αh−αh′)/(1−
2αh′). After doing this for all h′ we are left with an
adjusted αh. (3) Finally, because h might be in several
different clusters, we might have multiple adjusted αh.
Average the adjusted values to get a final αh.

We highlight a point of caution. If one executes step
(1) not starting with the largest hyperedges in the graph
with weight s, but instead only with size-2 hyperedges
(which was done for the repetition code in [26]), then
one could arise at non-physical values for αh (Fig. S6).

In Fig. S5, we provide simulations that suggest the cor-
relation analysis is providing an accurate assessment of
the hyperedge probabilities. The error in the correlation
analysis scales with the number of runs of the experiment,
N , as 1/

√
N .

H. Partial post-selection

To implement partial post-selection with the J4, 1, 2K
code, the edges highlighted by the MWPM decoding al-
gorithm need to be compared against the three classes
of edges classified in Fig. S1. The illustrated decoder
graph will change depending on the logical state and the
code layout. Also, the ambiguous edges do not appear
for d > 2 codes in cases with only single faults per round,
and so such a partial post-selection scheme is no longer
applicable in those cases.
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FIG. S5. (Color) We compare the correlation decoder with
the analytic decoder in simulations of r rounds of the J4, 1, 2K
code by plotting ∆ =

∑
h∈H |α

correlation
h − αanalytic

h |, where

αanalytic
h are hyperedge probabilities calculated at first-order

in fault probabilities. If N denotes the number of samples,
best fits indicate the behavior ∆(N, r) = c(r)/

√
N , where c

is a linear function.

I. Device properties

Characterized noise properties of the 7 qubits used in
ibmq kolkata are shown in Table S3. All 1-qubit gates
had a duration of 35.55 ns. The measurement pulse width
and integration windows were approximately 330 ns. The
total measurement and conditional reset cycling time, in-
cluding delays from the cable transmission and electronic
latency, were approximately 764 ns. Table S4 shows the
result of optimizing the error per gate for each entan-
gling, cross-resonance rotary echo gate [46]. The direc-
tion of the cross-resonance gates were chosen to minimize
the impact of spectator qubits. Composing these opera-
tions resulted in Z-(X-)stabilizer checks lasting for 1.66µs
(2.93µs).

J. Calibration of measurement power

An optimal mid-circuit measurement tone needs to
have sufficiently high power to distinguish the |0〉 and |1〉
states without inducing substantial measurement back-
action. We optimized our mid-circuit measurement tones
by utilizing the repeated measurement protocol illus-
trated in Fig. S7(a). The protocol involves preparing the
state in a superposition of |0〉 and |1〉 using a Xπ/2 pulse,
and then concluding with two sequential readout pulses.
The outcome of the first readout pulse should be ran-
dom, while the second result should, ideally, match the
first if the state was not impacted by measurement back-
action or poor readout fidelity. We quantify the degree
of measurement-induced back-action using the quantum

(a)

(b)

𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑔!,# 𝑤#
!,# 𝑤$ 𝑤#

%,& 𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑔%,&

𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑔!,# 𝑤#
!,# 𝑤$ 𝑤#

%,& 𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑔%,&

𝛼'
𝑆

6-param
fits

𝛼'
𝑆

6-param
fits

FIG. S6. (Color) (a) Adjustment procedure applied on the
data in Fig. 3 only up to size-2 hyperedges resulting in nega-
tive αh values which are non-physical. (b) Adjustment proce-
dure applied up to size-4 hyperedges resulting in size-1 values
being non-negative and thereby applicable for calibrating the
decoder graph edges.

non-demolition (QND) probability defined as

pQND = [p(0|0) + p(1|1)]/2, (7)

which tracks whether the state was unchanged from
the previous measurement. However, excessive readout
power can also result in excitations out of the computa-
tional basis and into leaked states, which can be incor-
rectly categorized as |0〉 or |1〉 by a linear state discrimi-
nator. To remedy this situation, we inserted a Xπ pulse
which leaves non-computational states unchanged but in-
duces a bit-flip if the state was within the computational
basis. Thus, we define

pQND,Xπ = [p(0|1) + p(1|0)]/2, (8)

which quantifies the computational leakage. Note that we
also incorporated a delay pulse, ADCdelay, whose length
was chosen to be tM + 10/κm, where tM ' 327 ns was
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the measurement tone width and κm/2π = 5.331 MHz
is the median κ of the device. The additional time de-
lay allows the cavity to depopulate and thus prevents
errors when applying the subsequent Xπ operation. Fig-
ure S7(b) shows pQND and pQND,Xπ as a function of the
average cavity photon number n̄ normalized by the criti-
cal photon number ncrit = δ∆/[4χ(∆+δ)] [47] in blue and
red, respectively. In the expression above, δ is the qubit
anharmonicity and ∆ = ωr − ωq is the cavity-qubit de-
tuning. Three different DAC amplitudes were converted
to average photon numbers using the protocol described
in Ref. [48] and the fitted curve was used for extrapola-
tion. The particular critical photon number for this qubit
was ' 47.3 ( χ/2π = −1.549 MHz, δ/2π = −340.4 MHz,
and ∆/2π = 2.123 GHz). When the cavity was popu-
lated with low photon numbers, both pQND and pQND,Xπ
curves showed monotonically increasing trends as the
state distinguishability improved and, consequently, the
readout error decreased. When we reached substantially
high measurement powers, we observed a gradual degra-
dation in pQND,Xπ compared with pQND due to the pop-
ulation of the |2〉 state. Note that |2〉 was incorrectly
recorded as |1〉 and is not captured in the pQND met-
ric. However, applying a Xπ gate captures the transition
to |2〉 as an additional degradation in pQND,Xπ . The
optimal photon number, or DAC amplitude, was thus
chosen to maximize pQND,avg = (pQND + pQND,Xπ )/2.
The same procedure was repeated for all qubits as illus-
trated in Fig. S7(c) resulting in an overall average value
for pQND,avg ' 0.974± 0.020.

K. Non-local effect of measurements

1. Measurement-induced phase rotations

The multiple readout cavities were designed specifi-
cally to have frequencies and other operating parame-
ters to allow for simultaneous readout from the same
output line. However, due to variations in the fabrica-
tion process, cavity frequencies were, in this case, closer
than intended. This resulted in phase rotations on data
qubits induced by unintended coupling to nearby read-
out cavities. While we found no evidence of dephasing
detected in two qubit pairs within the same readout mul-
tiplexed line, we observed coherent phase rotations be-
tween qubits on pairs of cavities whose readout frequency
separations were smaller than intended.

As an egregious example of this effect, we chose a pair
of qubits in a separate device whose readout frequen-
cies turned up in practice closer than intended in de-
sign. This pair of qubits were coupled to readout cav-
ities both coupled to the same, multiplexed line with
frequencies ∼ 34 MHz apart and therefore closer than
intended. Fig. S8(a) shows an experiment for two qubits
not on ibmq kolkata where one qubit (Q1) is prepared
with Xπ/2, and measured in all different axes projec-
tions, X,Y, Z, after a fixed delay time twait = 1.5µs.

(a)

(b)

(c)

TRIG TRIG

Q
M
MTRIG

𝑋!/#

M

ADCdelay

Repeat 2 times

M

ADCdelay

𝑋!

A B

A

B

FIG. S7. (Color) (a) Illustration of a readout measurement
protocol for optimizing the mid-circuit measurement ampli-
tudes with a pulse schedule for the qubit drive (Q), mea-
surement drive (M), and trigger for measurement (MTRIG)
channels. (b) A representative QND measurement sweep for
a single qubit (Q17) using the repeated readout schedule in
(a). The I-Q plane scatter plot is shown as an inset for two
points along the curve, where two clusters in ‘A’ represent
the ground and excited states, and a third cluster in ‘B’ cor-
responds to the second excited state. The DAC amplitude was
optimized by maximizing the average pQND from two consec-
utive measurements, as indicated by a dashed vertical line.
(c) The resulting pQND,avg for the optimized readout power
across all 27 qubits. The index for each qubit is indicated on
the horizontal axis.

While monitoring Q1, we applied a probe measurement
tone on another qubit, Q2 (M2). While we increased
the probe measurement tone (M2), we observed coher-
ent rotations on Q1, as seen on X- and Y - projections.
Note that the state vector length (black line) was rela-
tively constant, indicating that there was no significant
dephasing. We computed the rotation angles from X-
and Y - projections in Fig. S8(b) and inferred the photon
number of the Q1 cavity by using an independently mea-
sured χ1/2π = −1.357 ± 0.006 MHz. Fig. S8(c) shows
that a fractional photon number was populated in the
Q1 cavity, which caused an undesirable Z-rotation. This
possible photon leakage may have induced a phase error
on data qubits during syndrome measurements. Fortu-
nately, this undesirable Z-rotation was corrected by in-
serting refocusing pulses. Fig. S8(d) illustrates the same
experiment as (a) but with a dynamical decoupling se-
quence (Xπ − Xπ) inserted during the idling time. As
a result, the measurement-induced Z-rotation was no
longer observed. These experiments suggest that the im-
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proved logical error rates when dynamical decoupling is
used can be explained by the suppression of undesirable,
measurement-induced phase errors during the syndrome
measurements.

2. Measurement-induced collisions

Our readout resonators were designed to operate at
≈ 7 GHz so that they operated above the qubit fre-
quencies at ≈ 5 GHz. In this frequency configuration,
an applied measurement tone Stark-shifts the connected
qubits lower in frequency. The qubits can unintentionally
be Stark-shifted into resonance with an adjacent qubit
causing measurement-induced collisions, which degrade
the readout fidelity.

Although such an effect was not isolated on
ibmq kolkata, we observed this effect on a pair of qubits
with nearby frequencies to observe this measurement-
induced collision. Fig. S9(a) shows the readout scatters
and energy levels of the two qubits, QA and QB , with

frequencies ωQA01 /2π = 4.959 GHz and ωQB01 /2π = 4.921
GHz. When a measurement tone was applied to QA, we
estimated the photon number in the readout cavity to
be n̄ ' 7.738. The corresponding Stark shift in QA’s

frequency was estimated as δωQA01 /2π ' 2(χA/2π)n̄ '
−22.054 MHz, resulting in a frequency closer to ωQB01 .
The resulting frequency collision was evident in the read-
out scattering plot of QA in Fig. S9(a). This measure-
ment induced collision can be avoided by simultaneously
applying another measurement tone to the adjacent qubit
QB . Fig. S9(b) shows the simultaneous readout where

δωQB01 ' −43.939 MHz mitigated the shift δωQA01 . This
yielded the readout scattering plot in Fig. S9(b), which
looked much more Gaussian. The effect of measurement-
induced collisions may be detrimental for readout perfor-
mance of any qubit whose frequency is too close to those
of its neighboring qubits, and is an important consider-
ation for maintaining high-quality readout across many
fixed-frequency qubits [28].

L. Logical Errors With(out) Dynamical Decoupling

The following equation was used to fit the logical er-
rors with (Fig. 3) and without dynamical decoupling
(Fig. S10):

Pfail(r) =
1

2
− 1

2
(1− 2εi)(1− 2εm)e−2εr (9)

where εi is the logical initialization error, εm the final
logical data measurement error, and ε the logical error
rate per stabilizer round (Table S2).

Logical
State DD Post-selection εi εm ε
|0〉L TRUE full 7.00E-04 1.18E-03 1.18E-03
|0〉L TRUE none 3.68E-02 1.04E-01 1.04E-01
|0〉L TRUE partial 2.17E-03 6.67E-03 6.67E-03
|−〉L TRUE full 2.83E-04 5.06E-04 5.06E-04
|−〉L TRUE none 1.31E-02 3.95E-02 3.95E-02
|−〉L TRUE partial 8.17E-04 9.99E-03 9.99E-03
|0〉L FALSE full 8.58E-04 6.90E-04 6.90E-04
|0〉L FALSE none 3.41E-02 7.97E-02 7.97E-02
|0〉L FALSE partial 1.97E-03 3.98E-03 3.98E-03
|−〉L FALSE full N/A 1.94E-02 1.94E-02
|−〉L FALSE none 2.35E-02 1.25E-01 1.25E-01
|−〉L FALSE partial 2.23E-03 4.12E-02 4.12E-02

TABLE S2. Fit results from fitting Eqn. 9. Results with and
without dynamical decoupling (DD) are shown. No decoding
was done on data with no post-selection.
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FIG. S8. (Color) (a) The pulse sequence used to monitor undesirable dephasing or rotations on Q1 while a probe measurement
tone was supplied to Q2 (denoted as M2). The x, y, z projections were measured using Xπ/2, Y−π/2, I post-rotation gates
applied, respectively, immediately before the final measurement on Q1. The photon numbers were calibrated using three differ-
ent DAC amplitude using photon time operation experiment[48], and the DAC amplitude was converted to the corresponding
photon number (denoted as photon number in M2). The corresponding rotation angles were computed from x and y projections
in (b). The induced rotation was assumed to be induced by a frequency shift in Q1, and corresponding photon number for Q1
is estimated in (c). (d) The undesirable rotation was suppressed by introducing a refocusing sequence composed of Xπ −Xπ.
This characterization was carried out on a separate device, and not on ibmq kolkata.
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FIG. S9. (Color) I-Q scatter plots after readout of qubit QA
with 5,000 samples when the qubit was prepared in the ground
(0, blue) and excited (1, orange) states. (a) without and
(b) with a simultaneously applied measurement (M) tone on
a neighboring qubit QB . The light-gray lines illustrate the
effect of the Stark-shift due to the applied measurement tones.
This characterization was carried out on a separate device,
and not on This characterization was carried out on a separate
device, and not on ibmq kolkata.
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FIG. S10. (Color) Identical experiment and analysis as Fig. 3
in the main text, except no dynamical decoupling (DD) se-
quences were employed. (top) Fraction of total results used
for the logical states ((a) |0〉L, (b) |−〉L) as the number of
stabilizer rounds are repeated from 0 to 10 times when full
(blue squares), none (yellow circles), or partial (gray trian-
gles) partial post-selection analysis was used. (bottom) The
corresponding logical error versus number of rounds. The
dashed red lines indicate the pseudo-threshold as determined
by the best (average) physical measurement errors of 7×10−3

(7.7× 10−3) seen in Table S3.
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Q0 Q1 Q2 Q4 Q6 Q7 Q10

[[4,1,2]] label d0 w0,2
2 d2 w4 d1 w1,3

2 d3

T1(µs) (pw) 97.5 193.1 116.5 95.8 123 143.2 102.3

T2(µs) 112.4 217.8 159.9 34.1 118.4 21.1 114.7

Readout Fidelity (1− pm) 0.9910 0.9930 0.9930 0.9910 0.9930 0.9930 0.9920

1Q Error per Clifford, RB (isolated) 1.49E-04 1.42E-04 1.69E-04 1.76E-04 3.81E-04 1.46E-04 1.56E-04

1Q Error per Clifford, RB (simultaneous, p1) 1.99E-04 2.01E-04 1.96E-04 2.24E-04 2.91E-04 2.25E-04 2.14E-04

Conditional Reset Error, applied 1x (pr) 0.0173 0.0094 0.0097 0.0066 0.0065 0.0084 0.0131

Conditional Reset Error, applied 2x 0.0156 0.0038 0.0075 0.0041 0.004 0.0059 0.0078

Conditional Reset Error, applied 3x 0.0172 0.0036 0.0076 0.005 0.0046 0.006 0.0077

Conditional Reset Error, applied 4x 0.0189 0.0041 0.0077 0.0045 0.0055 0.0063 0.0074

Unconditional Reset Error (pi) 0.0104 0.0048 0.006 0.0075 0.0069 0.0076 0.0077

TABLE S3. Comprehensive characterization results of the 7 qubits used for the J4, 1, 2K experiments. The conditional resets
were implemented using an FPGA-based conditional reset, in contrast to the unconditional reset. From this table, five of the
six noise parameters were used for calculating the edge weights in the analytical decoder graph used in Fig. 2. The reset error
pr is defined in the supplementary material of [48].

2-qubit Gate EPC EPC Simultaneous
Control, Target (Isolated) (Simultaneous) Pair

0, 1 0.0045 0.0054 7, 4
2, 1 0.0049 0.0056 7, 4
4, 1 0.0049 0.0059 10, 7
4, 1 0.0110 7, 6
7, 4 0.0106 0.0120 0, 1
7, 4 0.0124 2, 1
7, 6 0.0094 0.0150 4, 1
10, 7 0.0057 0.0065 4, 1

Arithmetic mean 0.0067 0.0092
Geometric mean 0.0063 0.0085

TABLE S4. 2-qubit Errors per Clifford (EPC) from random-
ized benchmarking characterization done in an isolated and
simultaneous manner. For simultaneous benchmarking, the
pair of qubits being simultaneously benchmarked is also listed.
The arithmetic mean of the EPC estimated from simultane-
ous benchmarking was substituted, after a slight correction
explained in Table. S5, for p2 needed for populating the edge
weights in the analytical decoder graph used in Fig. 2.

Error per Gate Randomized Benchmarking
Variable Description Fit (Simultaneous)

p1 1-qubit 7.30E-04 2.20E-04
pw Idle 1.80E-03 6.00E-03
pi Initialization 3.00E-03 7.00E-03
pm Measurement 4.30E-03 7.70E-03
pr Readout 1.10E-02 1.00E-02
p2 2-qubit 8.60E-03 9.00E-03

TABLE S5. Six-parameter noise model fitting the Error per
Gate (EPG) used throughout the main text. The ratio be-
tween EPC, as given in Tables S3 and S4, to EPG is given by
2n−1
2n

, where n is the number of qubits involved in the gate.
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