
Qubit teleportation between non-neighboring nodes in a quantum network

S.L.N. Hermans,∗ M. Pompili,∗ H.K.C. Beukers, S. Baier,† J. Borregaard, and R. Hanson‡
QuTech and Kavli Institute of Nanoscience, Delft University of Technology, 2628 CJ, Delft, The Netherlands

Future quantum internet applications will derive their power from the ability to share quantum information
across the network. Quantum teleportation allows for the reliable transfer of quantum information between
distant nodes, even in the presence of highly lossy network connections. While many experimental demonstra-
tions have been performed on different quantum network platforms, moving beyond directly connected nodes
has so far been hindered by the demanding requirements on the pre-shared remote entanglement, joint qubit
readout and coherence times. Here we realize quantum teleportation between remote, non-neighboring nodes
in a quantum network. The network employs three optically connected nodes based on solid-state spin qubits.
The teleporter is prepared by establishing remote entanglement on the two links, followed by entanglement
swapping on the middle node and storage in a memory qubit. We demonstrate that once successful preparation
of the teleporter is heralded, arbitrary qubit states can be teleported with fidelity above the classical bound, even
with unit efficiency. These results are enabled by key innovations in the qubit readout procedure, active mem-
ory qubit protection during entanglement generation and tailored heralding that reduces remote entanglement
infidelities. Our work demonstrates a prime building block for future quantum networks and opens the door to
exploring teleportation-based multi-node protocols and applications.

Introduction

Quantum teleportation is the central routine for reliably
sending qubits across lossy network links [1] as well as a key
primitive of quantum network protocols and applications [2–
4]. Using a teleporter in the form of a pre-shared entangled
state between the sending node and the receiving node, the
quantum information is transferred by performing a joint Bell-
state measurement on the sender’s part of the entangled state
and the qubit state to be teleported, followed by a gate opera-
tion on the receiving node conditioned on the Bell-state mea-
surement outcome [1]. Since the quantum information is not
transmitted by a physical carrier, the protocol is insensitive to
loss in the connecting photonic channels and on intermediate
nodes. A deterministic Bell-state measurement combined with
real-time feed-forward enables unconditional teleportation, in
which state transfer is achieved each time a qubit state is in-
serted into the teleporter.

Pioneering explorations of quantum teleportation proto-
cols were performed using photonic states [5–7]. Follow-
ing the development of quantum network nodes with station-
ary qubits, remote qubit teleportation was realized between
trapped ions [8], trapped atoms [9, 10], diamond NV cen-
ters [11] and memory nodes based on atomic ensembles [12].

While future quantum network applications will widely em-
ploy teleportation between non-connected nodes in the net-
work, the demanding set of requirements on the pre-shared
entanglement, the Bell-state measurement and the coherence
times for enabling real-time feed-forward has so far prevented
the realization of teleportation beyond directly connected sta-
tionary network nodes.

Here, we overcome these challenges by a set of key innova-
tions and achieve qubit teleportation between non-neighboring
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network nodes (see Figure 1a). Our quantum network consists
of three nodes in a line configuration, Alice, Bob and Char-
lie. Each node contains a nitrogen-vacancy (NV) center in di-
amond. Using the NV electronic spin as the communication
qubit we are able to generate remote entanglement between
each pair of neighboring nodes. In addition, Bob and Charlie
each employ a nearby 13C nuclear spin as a memory qubit. The
steps of the teleportation protocol are shown in Figure 1b. To
prepare the teleporter we use an entanglement swapping proto-
col mediated by Bob to establish entanglement between Alice
and Charlie. Once successful preparation of teleporter is her-
alded, the input qubit state is prepared on Charlie and finally
teleported to Alice.

Entanglement fidelity of the network links

A key parameter for quantum teleportation is the fidelity of
the pre-shared entangled state between Alice and Charlie. As
we generate this state by entanglement swapping, its fidelity is
upper bounded by the errors on the individual links. Therefore,
mitigating error sources on the individual links is critical. Our
network generates entanglement between neighboring nodes
using a single-photon protocol [13, 14] in an optical-phase-
stabilized architecture [15]. The building block of this proto-
col is a qubit-photon entangled state created at each node. To
generate this entangled state we initialize the communication
qubit in a superposition state |ψ〉 =

√
α |0〉+

√
1− α |1〉 and

apply a state-selective optical pulse that transfers the popula-
tion from |0〉 to an optically excited state. Following sponta-
neous emission, the qubit state is entangled with photon num-
ber (0 or 1 photon). We perform this protocol on both nodes
and interfere the resonant photonic states on a beam splitter
(Figure 2a). Detection of a single photon in one of the beam
splitter output ports ideally heralds the generation of an entan-
gled state |ψ〉 = (|01〉 ± |10〉)/

√
2, where the ± phase is set

by which detector clicked. Figure 2b displays the joint out-
comes of qubit measurements in the computational basis after
entanglement is heralded, showing the expected correlations.

The infidelity of the generated state has three main contri-
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butions: double |0〉 state occupancy, double optical excitation
and finite distinguishability of the photons [15–17]. In the case
of double |0〉 state occupancy (which occurs with probability
α), both communication qubits are in the |0〉 state and have
emitted a photon. Detection of one of these photons leads to
false heralding of an entangled state. The second effect, double
excitation, is due to the finite length of the optical pulse com-
pared to the emitter’s optical lifetime. There is a finite chance
that the communication qubit emits a photon during this pulse,
is subsequently re-excited during the remainder of the pulse
and then emits another photon resulting in the qubit state be-
ing entangled with two photons. Detection or loss of the first
photon destroys the coherence of the qubit-photon entangled
state and detection of the second photon can then falsely her-
ald the generation of an entangled state.

Crucially, false heralding events due to double |0〉 state oc-
cupancy and double excitation are both accompanied by an ex-
tra emitted photon. Therefore, detection of this additional pho-
ton allows for unambiguous identification of such events and
thus for real-time rejection of the corresponding false herald-
ing signals. We implement this rejection scheme by monitor-
ing the off-resonant phonon-side band (PSB) detection path on
both setups during and after the optical excitation (see Figure
2a).

To investigate the effect of this scheme, we generate entan-
glement on the individual links and extract the entanglement
heralding events for which the PSB monitoring flagged the
presence of an additional photon. For these events, we again
analyze the corresponding qubit measurements in the compu-
tational basis (Figure 2c).

We identify two separate regimes: one during the optical
pulse (purple) and one after the optical pulse (yellow). When
a photon is detected on Alice’s (Bob’s) PSB detector during
the optical pulse we see that the outcome 01 (10) is most prob-
able (purple data in Figure 2c) showing that only one setup was
in the |0〉 state and thus that both detected photons originated
from Alice (Bob). The detection of PSB photons during the
optical pulse thus primarily flags double excitation errors. In
contrast, when a photon is detected after the optical pulse in
either Alice’s or Bob’s PSB detector, the outcome 00 is most
probable (yellow data in Figure 2c), indicating that both setups
were in the |0〉 state and both emitted one photon. PSB photon
detection after the optical pulse thus flags the double |0〉 state
occupancy error. We find similar results to Figure 2c for the
entangled states generated on the Bob-Charlie link, see [17].
The improvement in fidelity from rejecting these false herald-
ing events in our experiment is set by the combined probability
of occurrence (≈ 9 %, see [17]) multiplied by the probability
to flag them (given here by the total PSB photon detection ef-
ficiency of ≈ 10%).

The third main source of infidelity, the finite distinguisha-
bility, can arise from frequency detunings between the emitted
photons [18]. While most of these detunings are eliminated
upfront by the charge-resonance (CR) check before the start
of the protocol [17], the communication qubits may still be
subject to a small amount of spectral diffusion. In our single-
photon protocol, this leads to dephasing that is stronger for
photons that are detected later relative to the optical pulse. By
shortening our detection window, we can increase the fidelity

of the entangled state at the expense of a lower entangling rate.
For the experiments below (unless mentioned differently) we
use a detection window length of 15 ns. Figure 2d summa-
rizes the measured improvements on the individual links. For
the teleporter, we estimate that their combined effect is an in-
crease in Alice-Charlie entangled state fidelity by ≈ 3%. This
increase is instrumental in pushing the teleportation fidelity
above the classical bound.

Memory qubit coherence

In the preparation of the teleporter it is crucial that the first
entangled state between Alice and Bob is reliably preserved
on the memory qubit while the second link between Bob and
Charlie is being generated. For this reason we abort the se-
quence and start over when the second entangled state is not
heralded within a fixed number of attempts, the timeout.

The 13C memory qubits can be controlled with high fidelity
via the communication qubit while they can be efficiently de-
coupled when no interaction is desired. Recent work showed
that in a magnetic field of 189mT entanglement generation at-
tempts with the communication qubit do not limit the memory
dephasing time T ?

2 [15], opening the door to significantly ex-
tending the memory preservation time with active coherence
protection from the spin bath [19]. We realize this protec-
tion by integrating a decoupling π-pulse on the memory qubit
into the experimental sequence that follows a heralding event,
while ensuring that all phases that are picked up due to the
probabilistic nature of the remote entangling process are com-
pensated in real time (Figure 3a).

In Figure 3b we check the performance of this sequence by
storing a superposition state on the memory qubit and measur-
ing the Bloch vector length. We compare the results for the
sequence with and without the decoupling π-pulse, and with
and without entanglement attempts. We observe that without
the decoupling pulse the decay of the Bloch vector length is
not altered by the entanglement attempts, in line with previous
findings [15]. In contrast, when we apply the decoupling pulse
the decay is slowed down by more than a factor of 6, yield-
ing a N1/e decay constant of ≈ 5300 entanglement attempts,
the highest number reported to date for diamond devices. In
addition, we observe a difference in the shape of the decay
between the cases with and without entangling attempts, indi-
cating that intrinsic decoherence is no longer the only limiting
error source. The improved memory coherence enables us to
use a timeout of 1000 entangling attempts, more than double
that of Ref. [15], which doubles the entanglement swapping
rate.

Memory qubit readout

High-fidelity memory qubit readout is required both in the
preparation of the teleporter (at Bob) and during the telepor-
tation protocol itself (at Charlie). The memory qubit is read
out by mapping its state onto the communication qubit using
quantum logic followed by single-shot readout of the commu-
nication qubit using state-dependent optical excitation and de-
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tection [20]. Due to limited photon collection efficiency (≈
10%) and finite cyclicity of the optical transition (≈ 99%), the
communication qubit readout fidelity is different for |0〉 and
|1〉. As a result, for random initial states the probability that
the correct state was assigned is significantly larger if one or
more photons were detected (assigned outcome 0) than if no
photons were detected (assigned outcome 1) [21]. In previous
work we circumvented this issue by conditioning on obtain-
ing the outcome 0 [15]. However, this approach scales un-
favorably, as it forces the protocol to prematurely abort with
probability ¿50% at each memory qubit readout. Therefore,
to access more complex protocols with multiple memory qubit
readouts, near-deterministic readout schemes are required.

We resolve this challenge by introducing a basis-alternating
repetitive readout for the memory qubit (see Figure 3c). The
key point of this readout strategy is, in contrast to earlier work
[22], to alternatingly map the computational basis states of the
memory qubit to the communication qubit state |0〉. Figure 3d
shows the readout fidelities of the n-th readout repetition for
the two initial states for the memory qubit on Bob (for Charlie,
see [17]). We clearly observe the expected alternating pattern
due to the asymmetry of the communication qubit readout fi-
delities. Importantly, the readout fidelity decays only by ≈1%
per readout, showing that the readout is mostly non-demolition
and multiple readouts are possible without losing the state. We
model the readout procedure using measured parameters (see
[17]) and plot the model’s predictions as dashed lines in Figure
3d-f.

Next, we assign the state using the first readout and continue
the sequence only when the consecutive readouts are consis-
tent with the first readout. The subsequent readouts therefore
add confidence to the assignment in the case of consistent out-
comes, while cases of inconsistent outcomes (which have a
higher chance of indicating an incorrect assignment) are fil-
tered out. In Figure 3e we plot the readout fidelity resulting
from this strategy for up to five readouts, with the correspond-
ing rejected fraction due to inconsistent outcomes plotted in
Figure 3f. We observe that using two readouts already elim-
inates most of the asymmetry, reducing the average infidelity
from≈ 6% to below 1%. At this point, the remaining observed
infidelity mainly results from cases where the memory qubit
was flipped during the first readout block. While adding fur-
ther readout blocks does not lead to significant improvements
in fidelity, each two additional readouts cut the amount of con-
sistent outcomes by ≈ 10%, due to the communication qubit
readout infidelities and gate errors. For the experiments re-
ported below (unless mentioned differently) we use two read-
out repetitions to benefit from a high average readout fidelity
(Bob:99.2(4)%, Charlie: 98.1(4)%) and a high probability to
continue the sequence (Bob and Charlie: ≈ 88%).

Teleporting qubit states from Charlie to Alice

With all innovations described above implemented, we per-
form the protocol as shown in Figure 4a. First we generate en-
tanglement between Alice and Bob and store Bob’s part of the
entangled state on the memory qubit using a compiled SWAP
operation. Second, we generate entanglement between Bob

and Charlie, while preserving the first entangled state on the
memory qubit with the pulse sequence as described in Figure
3a. Next, we perform a Bell-state measurement on Bob fol-
lowed by a CR check. We continue the sequence if the com-
munication qubit readout yields outcome 0, the memory qubit
readout gives a consistent outcome pattern and the CR check is
passed. At Charlie, we perform a quantum gate that depends
on the outcome of the Bell-state measurement and on which
detectors clicked during the two-node entanglement genera-
tion. Next, we swap the entangled state to the memory qubit.
At this point the teleporter is ready and Alice and Charlie share
an entangled state with an estimated fidelity of 0.61.

Subsequently, we generate the qubit state to be teleported,
|ψ〉, on Charlie’s communication qubit and run the teleporta-
tion protocol. First, a Bell-state measurement is performed
on the communication and memory qubits at Charlie. With the
exception of unconditional teleportation (discussed below), we
only continue the sequence when we obtain a 0 outcome on
the communication qubit, when we have a consistent readout
pattern on the memory qubit and when Charlie passes the CR
check. The outcomes of the Bell-state measurement are sent
to Alice and by applying the corresponding gate operation we
obtain |ψ〉 on Alice’s side.

We teleport the six cardinal states (±X,±Y,±Z), which
form an unbiased set [23], and measure the fidelity of the tele-
ported states to the ideally prepared state (Figure 4b). We find
an average teleported state fidelity of F =0.702(11) at an ex-
perimental rate of 1/(117s). This value exceeds the classical
bound of 2/3 by more than three standard deviations, thereby
proving the quantum nature of the protocol. We note that this
value provides a lower bound to the true teleportation fidelity,
as the measured fidelity is lowered by errors in the preparation
of the qubit states at Charlie (estimated to be 0.5%, see [17]).

The differences in fidelity between the teleported states arise
from an interplay of errors in different parts of the protocol
that either affect all three axes (depolarizing errors) or only
two axes (dephasing errors). These differences are qualita-
tively reproduced by our model (gray bars in Figure 4b). In
Figure 4c we plot the teleportation fidelity for each possible
outcome of the Bell-state measurement. Due to the basis-
alternating repetitive readout, the dependence on the second
bit (from the memory qubit readout) is small, whereas for
the first bit (communication qubit readout) the best teleported
state fidelity is achieved for outcome 0 due to the asymmet-
ric readout fidelities. We also analyze the case in which no
feed-forward is applied at Alice [17]; as expected, the average
state fidelity reduces to a value consistent with a fully mixed
state (fidelity F =0.501(7)), emphasizing the critical role of
the feed-forward in the teleportation protocol.

Finally, we demonstrate that the network can achieve un-
conditional teleportation between Alice and Charlie. Uncondi-
tional teleportation requires that, following preparation of the
teleporter by establishing the remote entangled state, the proto-
col runs deterministically (each qubit state prepared at Charlie
ends up at Alice) while surpassing the classical fidelity bound.
We thus require that the Bell-state measurement at Charlie and
the subsequent feed-forward operations are performed deter-
ministically. To this end, we revise the protocol at Charlie
to accept both communication qubit outcomes, use all mem-
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ory qubit readout patterns including the inconsistent ones and
disregard the outcome of the CR check after the Bell-state
measurement. Using this fully deterministic Bell-state mea-
surement lowers the average teleportation fidelity by a few
percents (Figure 4d). At the same time, shortening the de-
tection windows of the two-node entanglement generation is
expected to yield an improvement in the fidelity, as discussed
above. We find indeed that the average unconditional telepor-
tation fidelity increases with shorter window lengths, reaching
F =0.688(10) for a length of 7.5 ns and a rate of 1/(100 s).
The current quantum network is thus able to perform teleporta-
tion beyond the classical bound, even under the strict condition
that every state inserted into the teleporter be transferred.

Outlook

In this work we have realized unconditional qubit telepor-
tation between non-neighboring nodes in a quantum network.
The innovations introduced here on memory qubit readout and
protection during entanglement generation, as well as the real-
time rejection of false heralding signals, will be instrumental in
exploring more complex protocols [2–4, 24, 25]. Also, these
methods can be readily transferred to other platforms such as
the group-IV color centers in diamond, the vacancy-related
qubits in SiC and single rare-earth ions in solids [26–32].

The development of an improved optical interface for the
communication qubit [33] will increase both the teleportation
protocol rate and fidelity. Because of the improved memory
qubit performance reported here, the network already operates

close to the threshold where nodes can reliably deliver a re-
mote entangled state while preserving previously stored quan-
tum states in their memory qubits. With further improvements,
for instance by integrating multi-pulse memory decoupling se-
quences [19] into the entanglement generation, demonstration
of deterministic qubit teleportation may come within reach. In
that case, the network is able to teleport a qubit state with unit
efficiency at any given time, removing the need for heralding
successful preparation of the teleporter and opening the door to
exploring applications that call the teleportation routine multi-
ple times.

Finally, by implementing a recently proposed link layer pro-
tocol [34], qubit teleportation and applications making use
of the teleportation primitive may be executed and tested on
the network through platform-independent control software,
an important prerequisite for a large-scale future network.
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FIG. 1. Teleporting a qubit between non-neighboring nodes of a quantum network. (a) Three network nodes, Alice (A), Bob (B) and Charlie
(C) are connected via optical fiber links (lines) in a line configuration. Each setup has a communication qubit (purple) that enables entanglement
generation with its neighboring node. Additionally, Bob and Charlie contain a memory qubit (yellow). (b) The steps of the teleportation protocol:
(1) We prepare the teleporter by establishing entanglement between Alice and Charlie using an entanglement swapping protocol on Bob, followed
by swapping the state at Charlie to the memory qubit. (2) The qubit state to be teleported is prepared on the communication qubit on Charlie. (3)
A Bell-state measurement is performed on Charlie’s qubits and the outcome is communicated to Alice over a classical channel. Dependent on
this outcome, Alice applies a quantum gate to obtain the teleported qubit state.
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FIG. 2. High-fidelity entangled network links. (a) Simplified schematic of the optical link used for generating entanglement between neighbor-
ing nodes. Photons emitted by the communication qubits are filtered by a dichroic mirror (DM) to separate the resonant (zero-phonon line, ZPL)
photons (3% of emission) from the off-resonant (phonon-side band, PSB) photons (97% of emission). The resonant photons are sent to the beam
splitter (BS); detection of a single photon at one of the ZPL detectors heralds successful generation of an entangled state between the two nodes.
(b) Measured correlations of the communication qubits in the computational basis, conditioned on a heralding event on the ZPL detectors. (c)
(left) Histograms of the PSB photon detection times on Alice (top) or Bob (bottom), conditioned on a simultaneous ZPL detection in the same
entanglement generation attempt. Gray lines show expected correlations based on a quantum-optical model [17]. (d) Measured fidelity of the
network links, without PSB rejection (left), with PSB rejection (middle) and with PSB rejection plus shortened detection window (right). The
dark blue bars indicate the corresponding expected fidelity on Alice-Charlie after entanglement swapping for each case ( [17] ).
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FIG. 3. Memory qubit coherence and readout. (a) Gate sequence on Bob for entanglement generation with the communication qubit while
preserving states stored on the memory qubit. Entanglement generation attempts are repeated until success or a predetermined timeout. Upon
success, a phase feed-forward is applied to maintain the correct reference frame of the memory qubit [15], followed by a decoupling pulse on
the memory qubit. The decoupling πM pulse causes a Z-rotation on the communication qubit. Afterwards, we rephase the memory qubit for the
same amount of time as it took to herald entanglement while applying an XY8 decoupling sequence on the communication qubit and we end with
another phase feed-forward on the memory qubit to compensate for any phase picked up during this decoupling. (b) Bloch vector length of a
superposition state stored on the memory qubit for different number of entanglement attempts or a time-equivalent wait element. In the case of no
decoupling (no πM) on the memory qubit, the gates in the yellow shaded box in (a) are left out. The gray dashed line indicates the chosen timeout
of 1000 entanglement attempts. (c) Gate sequence for the basis-alternating repetitive readout of the memory qubit. (d) Readout fidelity for each
readout repetition, for state |0〉 and |1〉. (e) Readout fidelity of the basis-alternating repetitive readout scheme for different number of readout
repetitions. (f) Fraction of inconsistent readout patterns for different number of readout repetitions. In (d-f) the dashed lines show a numerical
model using measured parameters.
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FIG. 4. Qubit teleportation between non-neighboring network nodes. (a) Circuit diagram of the teleportation protocol using notation defined
in Figure 3. See [17] for full circuit diagram. (b) Teleported state fidelities for the six cardinal states and their average. The gray lines show the
expected fidelities from simulations. The dashed lines in (b-d) represents the classical bound of 2/3. (c) Average teleported state fidelity for the
different outcomes of the Bell-state measurement on Charlie. The right-most bar shows the resulting fidelity when no feed forward operation on
Alice would be applied. (d) Average state fidelity for a conditional and unconditional teleportation, for different detection window lengths of the
two-node entanglement generation processes. The blue bordered data point is the same point as shown in (b).
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I. FULL GATE CIRCUIT

Our quantum network consists of three nodes, Alice, Bob and Charlie. In the experiment, we will teleport a qubit from Charlie
to Alice, two non-neighboring nodes. The full gate circuit is shown in Figure 1. Prior to the sequence, we do a Charge-Resonance
(CR) check on each node to ensure that the communication qubits are in the correct charge state (NV−) and on resonance with the
control lasers. Once all the nodes have passed this check, we do a first round of optical phase stabilization of the interferometers,
which enables the entanglement generation using the single click protocol [13–16]. After these preparation steps, the sequence is
triggered on all setups.

On Bob, we initialize the memory qubit into |0〉 using the communication qubit [20]. Next, we generate entanglement between
the communication qubits of Alice and Bob. When entanglement is heralded, we perform a SWAP operation to store Bob’s part of
the entangled state on the memory qubit.

We continue with a second round of phase stabilization (not shown in the circuit) and generate entanglement between the
communication qubits of Bob and Charlie. Each entanglement attempt slightly decoheres the memory qubit, therefore we limit the
number of attempts by a timeout. If we do not succeed within the timeout, we abort the sequence and start over.

During entanglement generation, the memory qubit of Bob picks up an average phase nϕa dependent on the number of en-
tanglement attempts n. Due to the probabilistic nature of the entanglement generation process, we do not know which attempt
will be successful, therefore this phase is unknown at the start of the sequence. To maintain the correct reference frame of the
memory qubit this phase needs to be corrected in real-time before any other gate can be applied to the memory qubit. We perform
this real-time correction by changing the time between pulses on the communication qubit [15]. After the phase correction, the
decoupling pulse is applied to the memory qubit via the communication qubit. The back-action of this gate causes a Z-rotation
on the communication qubit. To rephase the memory qubit, we wait for the same amount of time as it took to herald the second
entangled state while decoupling the communication qubit. This imprints a phase qϕb on the memory qubit, which we compensate
in an analogous way.

Bob now shares two entangled states; his memory qubit is entangled with Alice and his communication qubit with Charlie. To
establish an entangled state between Alice and Charlie we perform a Bell-state measurement on the two qubits of Bob. To do so,
we entangle the communication and memory qubits and do a measurement on the communication qubit. We map its state onto the
communication qubit and measure the communication qubit. In the basis-alternating repetitive readout, we repeat the measurement
sequence twice. During the first readout we map the |0〉 state to the |0〉 state of the communication qubit, and in the second readout
we map |1〉 to |0〉. The first outcome is used to assign the state and the second outcomes serves as a check. By continuing the
sequence only when we measure consistent patterns (for instance (m1,m2) = (1, 0)) we increase our average readout fidelity.
After the readout procedure, we perform a CR check on Bob to filter out any event where Bob was in the wrong charge state.

Bob communicates to Charlie which gate operation should be done to obtain the correct entangled state. Which operation is
required is determined by the outcomes of the Bell-state measurement on Bob and by which detector heralded the individual links.
Charlie performs the feed-forward gate operation and subsequently stores its part of the entangled state on the memory qubit using
a SWAP gate. At this point in the sequence the teleporter is ready.

To prepare the state that is to be teleported, we initialize the communication qubit at Charlie and perform the desired qubit
rotation.

To teleport the qubit, we perform a Bell-state measurement on the qubits of Charlie. Locally, we entangle the communication
qubit with the memory qubit. We readout the communication qubit and use the basis-alternating repetitive readout for the memory
qubit. Additionally, we do a CR check on Charlie. Charlie communicates the results of the Bell-state measurement to Alice, and
Alice performs a feed-forward operation to obtain the teleported state.

To verify the teleported state, we measure the state of Alice in the corresponding basis. To prevent any bias in the tomography
we measure in both directions, e.g. when we teleport |+Z〉 we measure both along +Z and -Z axes.
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II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

The basics of the experimental setup are described in [15]. In the current experiment, Charlie has access to a carbon-13 nuclear
spin that acts as a memory qubit. The parameters used for the memory qubits of Bob and Charlie can be found in Table I.
Additionally, we have set up a classical communication channel between Charlie and Alice such that Charlie can directly send the
results of the Bell-state measurement to Alice.

III. TAILORED HERALDING OF THE REMOTE ENTANGLED STATES

In the main text we describe several noise mechanisms that reduce the remote two-node entangled state fidelity. Two of these
noise mechanisms, double |0〉 occupancy and double optical excitation, are accompanied by the emission of an extra photon. This
extra photon can be detected using the local phonon-side band (PSB) detectors. By monitoring the PSB detectors, we can real-time
reject false heralding events.

In figures 2 and 3, we plot the histograms of the detection times of the PSB photons conditioned on a simultaneous herald-
ing (zero-phonon line, ZPL) photon detection in the same entanglement generation attempt, for the Alice-Bob and Bob-Charlie
entangled link respectively. The correlations are measured in the computational (or Z) basis, and in the X and Y basis. In the
computational basis we see the behavior dependent on the detection time of the PSB photon as described in the main text together
with the simulations (gray bars). In the X and Y basis, all outcomes are equally probable, and the quantum correlations are washed
out.

From the data collected, we can extract the probability to detect these additionally emitted PSB photons. We assume the dark
counts of the detectors to be negligible, the PSB detections during the pulse to be fully dominated by the double optical excitation
error, and the PSB detections after the pulse to be only caused by double |0〉 occupancy. By correcting for the PSB detection
efficiency, we can estimate the probability for double |0〉 occupancy and double optical excitation errors. The results are given in
Table II. The double |0〉 state error is expected to occur with probabilityα. The extracted numbers correspond well to the parameter
values we use during remote entanglement generation (αAlice = 0.07, αBob = 0.05, αCharlie = 0.10). The probability for the
double optical excitation to occur depends on the shape and the amplitude of the optical excitation pulse, and differs per node.

A. Numerical model

We compare our PSB detection data (previous section) to a numerical model. We model the NV center as a three level system
with two stable ground states |0〉 , |1〉 and one excited state |e〉. The optical |0〉 ↔ |e〉 transition is driven by a resonant laser
pulse and is assumed to be a closed transition. The Hamiltonian describing the dynamics of the system in a suitable rotating frame
is

Ĥ = Ω(t) |e〉 〈0|+ Ω∗(t) |0〉 〈e| , (1)

where Ω(t) describes the (time-dependent) driving of the optical transition. From the excited state, the NV can spontaneously emit
a photon and decay to |0〉. Without specifying the particular mode this photon is emitted in, we simply model such an emission

with a Lindblad jump operator of the form L̂1 =
√
γ |0, 1p〉 〈e|. Here γ is the rate of spontaneous emission, |0, 1p〉 denotes the

state where the NV is in state |0〉 and one photon was emitted, and we use the convention that when not explicitly stated, there is
no emitted photon i.e. |e〉 denotes the NV in state |e〉 with zero emitted photons.

To account for double emission errors in the entanglement scheme, we expand the model by letting states |0, 1p〉 , |e, 1p〉 be
coupled by a similar Hamiltonian as in Eq. (1) with the same coupling Ω(t). Double emission is then captured by a Lindblad jump

operator L̂2 =
√
γ |0, 2p〉 〈1p, e|. For the specific excitation pulses used in the experiment, we can then numerically solve the

Master equation of the system in a basis of {|0〉 , |e〉 , |0, 1p〉 , |e, 1p〉 , |0, 2p〉} to obtain the probability of zero (P0), one (P1),
or two (P2) photons being emitted from the system (P0 + P1 + P2 = 1). Note that in this model, we neglect the probability of
emitting more than two photons from the NV.

Assuming an initial state
√
α |0〉+

√
1− α |1〉 of the NV center, the state after the optical excitation is then modeled as

|ψ〉 =
√
α
(√

P0 |0〉+
√
P1 |0, 1p〉+

√
P2 |0, 2p〉

)
+
√

1− α |1〉 . (2)

The emitted photons are either PSB (= 97%) or ZPL (= 3%) photons. We model this by performing a standard beam splitter
transformation on the photonic modes. Letting â† be the creation operator of a photon (|1p〉 = â† |0p〉), we make the transforma-

tion â† →
√
Pzâ

†
z+
√

1− Pzâ†b, where â†z (â†b) is the creation operator of a ZPL (PSB) photon andPz = 3% . Consequently,
|1p〉 →

√
Pz |1z〉+

√
1− Pz |1b〉, where |1z〉 (|1b〉) is an emitted ZPL (PSB) photon.



12

The photons can be emitted either inside or outside the detection time window, i.e. the time interval in which detected photons
are accepted. This time interval is in general different for the PSB and ZPL photons. This results in the following transformations:

|1z〉 →
√
Pdz,1 |1d,z〉+

√
1− Pdz,1 |1nd,z〉 (3)

|1b〉 →
√
Pdb,1 |1d,b〉+

√
1− Pdb,1 |1nd,b〉 (4)

|2z〉 →
√
Pdz,2 |2d,z〉+

√
Pdz,3 |1d,z〉 |1nd,z〉+

√
1− Pdz,2 − Pdz,3 |2nd,z〉 (5)

|2b〉 →
√
Pdb,2 |2d,b〉+

√
Pdb,3 |1d,b〉 |1nd,b〉+

√
1− Pdb,2 − Pdb,3 |2nd,b〉 (6)

|1z〉 |1b〉 →
√
Pdzb,1 |1d,z〉 |1d,b〉+

√
Pdzb,2 |1nd,z〉 |1d,b〉 (7)

+
√
Pdzb,3 |1d,z〉 |1nd,b〉+

√
1− Pdz,2 − Pdz,2 − Pdz,3 |1nd,z〉 |1nd,b〉 .

The probabilities Pdz,1, Pdb,1, . . . are defined in table III and are found through the numerical simulation described above.
Finally, we model transmission loss with standard beam splitter transformations acting on the photon modes emitted in the

detection window. Letting â†d,z (â†d,b) be the creation operator of a ZPL (PSB) photon emitted in the detection time window, we
make the transformations

â†d,z →
√
ηzâ
†
d,z +

√
1− ηzâ†nd,z (8)

â†d,z →
√
ηbâ
†
d,b +

√
1− ηzâ†nd,b. (9)

where ηz is the total transmission efficiency from the NV to the central beam splitter while ηb is the total transmission and detection
efficiency of the PSB photons. The operators â†nd,z and â†nd,b describe the lost/undetected modes. Tracing over the undetected
modes, the output state of a single NV can be written as

ρψ = ρ0 ⊗ |0〉 〈0|d,b + ρ1 ⊗ |1〉 〈1|d,b + ρ2 ⊗ |2〉 〈2|d,b , (10)

where we have neglected any coherence between the photonic PSB modes since these are accompanied by undetected non-radiative
decay (phonon emission). The unnormalized density matrices ρ0, ρ1, and ρ2 describe the state of the NV center communication
qubit and the ZPL photons emitted in the time window of the ZPL detectors and transmitted to the central beam splitter. In the limit
ηz � 1, we can neglect terms of |2d,z〉 and these density matrices will all be of the form

ρj =
4∑
i=1

|φi,j〉 〈φi,j| , (11)

where |φi,j〉 = (ai,j |1〉 + bi,j |0〉) |0z〉 + ci,j |0〉 |1d,z〉 and j = 0, 1, 2. In Eq. (11) i refers to the different number of lost
undetected photons

i = 1, zero photons being lost
i = 2, one ZPL photon being lost
i = 3, one PSB photon being lost
i = 4, two photons being lost, either two ZPL, two PSB or one ZPL and one PSB

and j to the number of detected PSB photons. We note that all ai,1 and ai,2 will be zero since ρ1 and ρ2 are accompanied by PSB
photons (see Eq. (10)) meaning that the NV was in state |0〉. Furthermore, the only non-zero term in ρ2 will be bi,2 since two PSB
photons were emitted, meaning that no ZPL photon was emitted since we neglect higher order emissions.

The only term in Eq. (10) from which remote spin-spin entanglement between two NVs can be created is ρ0 ⊗ |0〉 〈0|d,b
since this does not have any detected PSB photons. However, PSB and ZPL photons that were emitted but not detected will
still decrease the entangled state fidelity. Such events are responsible for the contributions of |φ2,0〉 , |φ3,0〉 and |φ4,0〉 in ρ0.
The only term where no PSB photons were emitted and no ZPL photons were undetected is |φ1,0〉 =

√
1− α |1〉 |0zpl〉 +√

α |0〉 (
√
P0 |0zpl〉+

√
P1PzplPd,zpl |1d,zpl〉).

The combined state from the two NV centers before the central beam splitter is ρψ⊗ ρ̃ψ , where ρ̃ψ (the state of the second NV)
is of the same form as in Eq.10 but including that parameters such as initial rotation (α), driving strength (Ω) and transmission
efficiencies (ηz, ηb) can be different for the two centers. Furthermore, we include a phase difference between the two paths to the
central beam splitter. The central beam splitter is modeled as a perfect 50:50 beam splitter and the finite detection efficiency of
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the output detectors is assumed to be equal and can be directly included in the transmission efficiencies (ηz) while dark counts are
negligible in the experiment and not included. Finally, we include non-perfect visibility between the ZPL photons by reducing the
coherence between the output modes of the beam splitter by a factor v. This visibility is estimated from experimental data and can
e.g. originate from slightly off-resonant driving of the NV centers.

IV. MEMORY QUBIT COHERENCE BOB

We use the sequence described in Figure 3a of the main text to preserve the state of the memory qubit during entanglement
attempts. To characterize the decoupling sequence, we compare it to the sequence where we do not apply the decoupling pulse on
the memory qubit and/or the sequence where we idle instead of performing entanglement attempts. We characterize the coherence
of the memory qubit by storing the six cardinal states. We average the results for the eigenstates (|0〉 , |1〉) and superposition states
(|±X〉 and |±Y 〉). In Figure 4 we plot the Bloch vector length b =

√
b2x + b2y + b2z with bi the Bloch vector component in

direction i.
Over the measured range, the eigenstates show little decay. The decay of the superposition states is fitted with the function

f(x) = Ae−(x/N1/e)
n

. The fitted parameters can be found in Table IV.
The use of the decoupling pulse πM on the memory qubit increases the N1/e by more than a factor 6. Moreover, the initial

Bloch vector length A is higher with the πM pulse. This is mainly explained by the second round of phase stabilization [15] in
between swapping the state onto the memory qubit and starting the entanglement generation process. The phase stabilization takes
≈350µ s and during this time the memory qubit is subject to intrinsic T ∗2 dephasing, which can be efficiently decoupled using the
πM pulse.

V. COMMUNICATION QUBIT COHERENCE

In various parts of the protocol we decouple the communication qubits from the spin bath environment to extend their coherence
time. On Alice, we start the decoupling when the first entangled link is established and stop when the results of the Bell-state
measurement to teleport the state are sent by Charlie. On Bob, we decouple the communication qubit when the memory qubit is
being re-phased. On Charlie, the communication qubit is decoupled from the point that entanglement with Bob is heralded up to
the point where Bob has finished the Bell-state measurement, performed the CR check and has communicated the results. All these
decoupling times are dependent on how many entanglement attempts are needed to generate the entangled link between Bob and
Charlie.

We characterize the average state fidelities for different decoupling times, see Figure 5. We investigate eigenstates and superpo-
sition states separately. We fit the fidelity with the function f(t) = Ae−(t/τcoh)

n
+0.5. The fitted parameters are summarized in

Table V. For each setup, the minimum and maximum used decoupling times are indicated by the shaded regions in Figure 5. The
left-most border is the decoupling time when the first entanglement attempt on Bob and Charlie would be successful, the right-most
border when the last attempt before the timeout of 1000 attempts would herald the entangled state.

VI. BASIS-ALTERNATING REPETITIVE READOUT

In the main text we discuss the basis-alternating repetitive readout and the results on Bob’s memory qubit are shown in Figure
3. Here we show the results for Charlie’s memory qubit. We assign the state using the first readout and only accept the result
when the consecutive readouts give a consistent pattern. The results for two different initial states of the memory qubit are plotted
in Figure 6. We model the expected performance with a Monte Carlo simulation which takes into account the electron readout
fidelities, the initial state populations and gate errors, see https://doi.org/10.4121/16645969 [35]. In the
case of unconditional teleportation, the state is assigned using the first readout and is accepted regardless of the second readout
result.

VII. TELEPORTATION RESULTS

The numerical values of the data displayed in Figures 4b and 4c in the main text can be found in Tables VI and VII, respectively.

https://doi.org/10.4121/16645969
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VIII. DATA ACQUISITION AND EXPERIMENTAL RATES

For the data acquisition, we interleaved blocks of measurements with calibrations. We collected the data in blocks of≈ 1 hour.
In total, we have acquired 79 blocks of data, and we measured 2272 events (|+X〉 382 , |−X〉 385, |+Y 〉 385 , |−Y 〉 378
, |+Z〉 375 , |−Z〉 367) for the conditional teleportation over a time span of 21 days. We can determine the experimental rate
including all overhead (such as CR checks, communication time and phase stabilization) by dividing the number of measured
data points by the total measurement time. In Figure 7 we plot the experimental rate for both the conditional and unconditional
teleportation sequence. In the case of the unconditional teleportation, we accept all Bell-state measurement outcomes on Charlie and
therefore the experimental rate is higher. For shorter detection windows during the two-node entanglement, the success probability
per attempt is smaller and thus the experimental rate is lower.

IX. MODEL OF THE TELEPORTED STATE

A detailed model of the teleported state can be found at https://doi.org/10.4121/16645969 [36]. The
model comprises elements from [15] and is further extended for the teleportation protocol. We take the following noise sources
into account

• imperfect Bell states between Alice and Bob, and between Bob and Charlie,

• dephasing of the memory qubit of Bob during entanglement generation between Bob and Charlie,

• depolarizing noise on the memory qubits of Bob and Charlie, due to imperfect initialization and swap gates,

• readout errors on the communication qubits of Bob and Charlie and readouts errors on the memory qubits of Bob and Charlie
when using the basis-alternating readout scheme which result in incorrect feed-forward gate operations after the Bell-state
measurements,

• depolarizing noise on Alice during the decoupling sequence,

• ionization probability on Alice.

An overview of the input parameters and the effect of the different error sources is given in Tables VIII and IX.

X. EFFECT OF THE 3 KEY INNOVATIONS ON THE TELEPORTED STATE FIDELITY AND EXPERIMENTAL RATE

We assess the effect of each innovation on the teleportation protocol. First, we estimate the average state fidelity and experimental
rate with a set of baseline parameters based on the performance in [15]. We use a timeout of 1000 entanglement attempts for
the second link (between Bob and Charlie) before aborting the protocol and starting over. In both Bell-state measurements, we
continue the sequence for the outcomes ”00” and ”01” (communication qubit, memory qubit), or abort and start over (in the case of
conditional teleportation). Then we incrementally add (1) the basis-alternating repetitive readout scheme for the memory qubits,(2)
the improved memory qubit coherence and (3) the tailored heralding scheme of the remote entanglement generation. The results
are summarized in X.

XI. ESTIMATED FIDELITY OF STATE TO BE TELEPORTED

The state to be teleported is prepared on the communication qubit of Charlie. Errors in the preparation originate from imperfect
initialization and imperfect MW pulses, which are estimated to be pinit = 1.2× 10−3 and pMW = 8× 10−3 [37]. Averaged
over the six cardinal states, we estimate the state preparation fidelity to be≈ 0.995.

XII. CALCULATION OF TELEPORTED STATE FIDELITY WITHOUT FEED-FORWARD OPERATION

In figure 4c in the main text we show the fidelity of the teleported state in case no feed-forward operations would have been
applied on Alice. To extract this data we follow the same method as in [11]. We perform classical bit flips on the measurement
outcomes to counteract the effect of the feed-forward gate operations (as if the gate was not applied) for each Bell-state measurement
outcome. We do this for all six cardinal states and compute the average fidelity. We assume the errors of the gate in the feed-forward
operations to be small.

https://doi.org/10.4121/16645969
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TABLE I. Memory qubit characteristics. In each setup we use a magnetic field with strength Bz aligned to the NV axis. The nuclear spin
precession frequencies (ωms=0 and ωms=−1) depends on the electron spin state. From the frequency difference, the parallel component A‖ of
the hyperfine interaction can be estimated. Conditional (unconditional) pulses are applied by doing Ncon (Nunc) pulses on the electron spin with
an inter-pulse delay of τcon (τunc).

Setup Bz ωms=0 ωms=−1 A‖

Bob 1890 Gauss 2π × 2025 kHz 2π × 2056 kHz 2π × 30 kHz
Charlie 165 Gauss 2π × 177 kHz 2π × 240 kHz 2π × 63 kHz

Setup τcon Ncon τunc Nunc

Bob 2.818 µs 54 4.165 µs 144
Charlie 6.003 µs 56 11.996 µs 30

TABLE II. Estimated probabilities for the double optical excitation error and the double |0〉 occupancy error per node (values in percent).

Node Double optical excitation probability Double |0〉 occupancy probability
Alice 4.1 ± 0.5 7.6 ± 0.4
Bob (with Alice) 2.6 ± 0.3 4.9 ± 0.3
Bob (with Charlie) 6.9 ± 0.8 4.7 ± 0.8
Charlie 5.7 ± 0.4 9.4 ± 0.4

Parameter Description
γ Spontaneous emission rate of the excited state.
Ω(t) Optical driving strength.
α Initial population of the |0〉 state.
P0 Probability of emitting 0 photons (ZPL or PSB).
P1 Probability of emitting 1 photons (ZPL or PSB).
P2 Probability of emitting 2 photons (ZPL or PSB or both).
Pz Probability that an emitted photon is a ZPL photon.
Pdz,1 Probability that a ZPL photon is within the ZPL detection window, conditioned on a single ZPL

photon being emitted.
Pdb,1 Probability that a PSB photon is within the PSB detection window, conditioned on a single PSB

photon being emitted.
Pdz,2 Probability that 2 ZPL photons are within the ZPL detection window, conditioned on two ZPL

photons being emitted.
Pdz,3 Probability that one ZPL photons is within the ZPL detection window and one is not, condi-

tioned on two ZPL photons being emitted.
Pdb,2 Probability that 2 PSB photons are within the PSB detection window, conditioned on two PSB

photon being emitted.
Pdz,3 Probability that one PSB photons is within the PSB detection window and one is not, condi-

tioned on two PSB photons being emitted.
Pdzb,1 Probability that a ZPL photon is within the ZPL detection window and a PSB photon is within

the PSB detection window, conditioned on one ZPL and one PSB photon being emitted.
Pdzb,2 Probability that a ZPL photon is not within the ZPL detection window and a PSB photon is

within the PSB detection window, conditioned on one ZPL and one PSB photon being emitted.
Pdzb,3 Probability that a ZPL photon is within the ZPL detection window and a PSB photon is not

within the PSB detection window, conditioned on one ZPL and one PSB photon being emitte.
ηz Total transmission and detection efficiency of ZPL photons.
ηp Total transmission and detection efficiency of PSB photons.

TABLE III. Explanation of the parameters used in the numerical simulation of the entanglement generation protocol.
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FIG. 2. (Top) Histograms of the detected PSB photons conditioned on a simultaneous ZPL detection in the entanglement generation attempt,
for Alice (left) and Bob (right). (Bottom) Corresponding measured correlations in all bases. The gray bars in the Z basis represent the simulated
values. For the X and Y bases, one would expect a probability of 0.25 for all outcomes.
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FIG. 3. (Top) Histograms of the detected PSB photons conditioned on a simultaneous ZPL detection in the entanglement generation attempt, for
Bob (left) and Charlie (right). (Bottom) Corresponding measured correlations in all bases. The gray bars in the Z basis represent the simulated
values. For the X and Y basis, one would expect a probability of 0.25 for all outcomes.
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FIG. 4. Coherence of Bob’s memory qubit for superposition states (triangles and circles) and eigenstates (squares and diamonds). We perform
the sequence as described in the main text with and without the decoupling pulse πM on the memory qubit, the dark blue and purple points
respectively. Additionally, we perform the sequence with a wait time instead of entanglement attempts with (pink points) and without the
decoupling pulse (yellow points). The gray dashed line indicates the timeout of the entanglement generation process used in the teleportation
protocol.

A N1/e n
With ent. att. with πM 0.875 ± 0.015 5327 ± 319 1.13 ± 0.11
With ent. att. without πM 0.806 ± 0.019 848 ± 39 1.21 ± 0.09
Without ent. att. with πm 0.884 ± 0.011 5239 ± 163 1.94 ± 0.16
Without ent. att. without πM 0.807 ± 0.019 880 ± 34 1.37 ± 0.10

TABLE IV. Fitted parameters for the memory coherence decay of the superposition states.
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FIG. 5. Decoupling of the communication qubits. The average state fidelity is plotted for different decoupling times for each setup. The shaded
area represent the decoupling times used in the teleportation protocol.

A τcoh(s) n
Alice Eigenstate 0.4930 ± 0.0013 0.459 ± 0.012 1.04 ± 0.03

Superposition 0.4889 ± 0.0018 0.54 ± 0.02 1.07 ± 0.05
Bob Eigenstate 0.4738 ± 0.0011 0.130 ± 0.003 1.41 ± 0.04

Superposition 0.4634 ± 0.0015 0.177 ± 0.006 1.47 ± 0.06
Charlie Eigenstate 0.4897 ± 0.0009 0.357 ± 0.007 1.67 ± 0.06

Superposition 0.4936 ± 0.0019 0.56 ± 0.02 0.92 ± 0.04

TABLE V. Fitted parameters for average state fidelity state during communication qubit decoupling.
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FIG. 6. Basis-alternating repetitive (BAR) readout results for Charlie’s memory qubit. a Measured fraction of memory qubit states that were
assigned 0 per readout block, for initialization in |0〉 and in |1〉. b Readout fidelity of the basis-alternating repetitive readout scheme for different
number of readout repetitions. c Fraction of inconsistent readout patterns for different number of readout repetitions. The dashed lines represent
a numerical model using measured parameters.

TABLE VI. Numerical values of the data displayed in Figure 4b of the main text.

Teleported state fidelity
X 0.760 ± 0.024
-X 0.745 ± 0.025
Y 0.656 ± 0.027
-Y 0.651 ± 0.027
Z 0.731 ± 0.026
-Z 0.671 ± 0.027
Average 0.702 ± 0.011

TABLE VII. Numerical values of the data displayed in Figure 4c of the main text.

Bell-state measurement outcome
(memory qubit, communication qubit)

Average teleported state fidelity

00 0.707 ± 0.015
01 0.696 ± 0.014
10 0.698 ± 0.015
11 0.671 ± 0.014

No feed forward 0.501 ± 0.007
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FIG. 7. Experimental rates of the conditional and unconditional teleportation protocol for different detection window lengths in the two-node
entanglement generation.



23

TABLE VIII. Overview of parameters used in the simulations for the two-node entangled states. The error due to the |0〉 state populations is a
result of the single click protocol. For the other error sources we compute the estimated infidelity as if it was the only error source present apart
from the protocol error. This allows easy comparison between the different error sources.

Parameter AB Parameter BC Infidelity ΨAB Infidelity ΨBC

Detection window length 15 ns 15 ns
Detection probability setup 1 3.4×10−4 4.3×10−4

Detection probability setup 2 5.1×10−4 2.4×10−4

Average detection probability PSB 0.10 0.12
|0〉 state populations (α1, α2) (0.07, 0.05) (0.05, 0.1) 5.5 ×10−2 6.7 ×10−2

Dark count rate 10 Hz 10 Hz 5.1 ×10−3 5.3 ×10−3

Visibility 0.90 0.90 2.4 ×10−2 2.4 ×10−2

Average double excitation probability 0.06 0.08 5.5 ×10−2 7.1 ×10−2

Optical phase uncertainty 21o 12o 3.1 ×10−2 1.0 ×10−2

All error sources combined 0.16 0.17

TABLE IX. Overview of parameters used in the simulations for the average teleported state fidelity in case of a conditional Bell-state measurement
on Charlie. For each error sources we compute the estimated infidelity as if it was the only error source present apart from the single click protocol
errors of the two-node entangled states. This allows easy comparison between the different error sources.

Parameter Infidelity
Ionization probability Alice 0.7% 0.6 ×10−2

Depolarizing noise Alice 0.04 1.7 ×10−2

Depolarizing noise memory qubit Bob 0.12 5.0 ×10−2

Dephasing noise memory qubit Bob (N1/e, n) (5300, 1.1) 2.1 ×10−2

Depolarizing noise memory qubit Charlie 0.14 5.9 ×10−2

Readout fidelities memory qubit Bob (|0〉 , |1〉) (0.99, 0.99) 0.6 ×10−2

Readout fidelities communication qubit Bob (|0〉 , |1〉) (0.93, 0.995) 0.3 ×10−2

Readout fidelities memory qubit Charlie (|0〉 , |1〉) (0.98, 0.98) 1.1 ×10−2

Readout fidelities communication qubit Charlie (|0〉 , |1〉) (0.92, 0.99) 0.6 ×10−2

Two-node entangled states combined 0.192
All error sources combined 0.305

TABLE X. Simulated effect of the innovations on the teleported state fidelity and experimental rate.

Fidelity Rate (Hz)
Baseline parameters using timeout = 1000, BSM outcomes (communication qubit,
memory qubit) = ”00” or ”01”

0.666 1/(53s)

With basis-alternating repetitive readout 0.679 1/(73s)
With improved memory coherence 0.687 1/(73s)
With tailored heralding scheme 0.695 1/(74s)


	Qubit teleportation between non-neighboring nodes in a quantum network
	Abstract
	 Introduction
	 Entanglement fidelity of the network links
	 Memory qubit coherence
	 Memory qubit readout
	 Teleporting qubit states from Charlie to Alice
	 Outlook
	 Acknowledgements

	 References
	I Full gate circuit
	II Experimental setup
	III Tailored heralding of the remote entangled states
	A Numerical model

	IV Memory qubit coherence Bob
	V Communication qubit coherence
	VI Basis-alternating repetitive readout
	VII Teleportation results
	VIII Data acquisition and experimental rates
	IX Model of the teleported state
	X Effect of the 3 key innovations on the teleported state fidelity and experimental rate
	XI Estimated fidelity of state to be teleported
	XII Calculation of teleported state fidelity without feed-forward operation


