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Realizing universal fault-tolerant quantum computation is a key goal in quantum information
science [1–4]. By encoding quantum information into logical qubits utilizing quantum error correct-
ing codes, physical errors can be detected and corrected, enabling substantial reduction in logical
error rates [5–11]. However, the set of logical operations that can be easily implemented on such
encoded qubits is often constrained [1, 12], necessitating the use of special resource states known as
‘magic states’ [13] to implement universal, classically hard circuits [14]. A key method to prepare
high-fidelity magic states is to perform ‘distillation’, creating them from multiple lower fidelity in-
puts [13, 15]. Here we present the experimental realization of magic state distillation with logical
qubits on a neutral-atom quantum computer. Our approach makes use of a dynamically reconfig-
urable architecture [8, 16] to encode and perform quantum operations on many logical qubits in
parallel. We demonstrate the distillation of magic states encoded in d=3 and d=5 color codes,
observing improvements of the logical fidelity of the output magic states compared to the input
logical magic states. These experiments demonstrate a key building block of universal fault-tolerant
quantum computation, and represent an important step towards large-scale logical quantum pro-
cessors.

Quantum error correction (QEC) enables scalable
quantum computation by exponentially suppressing logi-
cal error rates. However, the set of logical operations that
can be efficiently implemented on these encoded qubits
is constrained, making it challenging to perform univer-
sal quantum processing [12]. For example, many QEC
codes only support the realization of so-called Clifford
gates [17–19]. Since Clifford gates can be efficiently sim-
ulated classically [14], additional non-Clifford resources
are required to achieve computational universality and
quantum advantage. To circumvent this obstacle, spe-
cial quantum states, aptly named “magic states”, can be
utilized to complete a universal set of logical operations
via gate teleportation [15]. Due to their relatively high
cost of preparation, these magic states are often consid-
ered the key resource for scalable processing [4].

High-fidelity magic states can be produced by refin-
ing multiple noisy copies through magic state distilla-
tion (MSD) [13]. The noisy states, encoded in data QEC
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codes, are concatenated into a distillation code and pu-
rified through protected operations on the data codes
(Fig. 1). If the input fidelity exceeds the so-called distilla-
tion threshold, the fidelity of the output state is improved
compared to the input. An attractive feature of MSD is
that the logical-level circuit is independent of the data
QEC code. Consequently, by increasing the data code
distance and implementing the logical circuit with en-
coded operations, the logical fidelity of the output magic
states can be improved, in principle, to any desired level
through multiple rounds of distillation [20–22].

Important recent experiments have demonstrated
MSD with physical qubits [23, 24], but the direct phys-
ical encoding prevents suppression of logical gate errors.
Complementary experiments have also shown remarkable
progress in error-suppressed encoding of magic states
into logical qubits using flag protocols [25–27]. However,
without the protection provided by the data code, these
approaches generally have higher complexity and low suc-
cess probability when targeting very low logical error
rates, although recent work has significantly improved
their performance for low physical error rates [28, 29].

We realize magic state distillation at the logical level
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Figure 1. Logical magic state distillation factory. a, Schematic overview: Bloch sphere representation of magic state
|ψL⟩ (left) pointing in the (1,1,1) direction with shaded region indicating noise. Distillation (center) takes multiple noisy logical
inputs and produces a higher fidelity magic state (right). b, 5-to-1 distillation procedure (left to right). Non-fault-tolerant
encoding of physical magic states into five data code logical qubits |ψL⟩ protects logical operations (i and ii). In particular, we
encode into distance 3 and 5 color codes (i). Encoded states (ii) are purified using a distillation code. By running the un-encoding
circuit of the distillation code (iii) and conditioning on distillation syndromes (iv), we have simultaneously projected into the
code state of the distillation code and un-encoded it into the output magic state. Upon measuring the correct distillation
syndromes, the output qubit has been “distilled” to a higher fidelity along the (1,1,1) direction. c, Averaged atom images from
the d=5 distillation experiment, showing 85 physical qubits encoded into 5 logical qubits (LQ1 to LQ5) with 17 physical qubits
each (left), shown here in SLM traps. Rows of logical qubits are coherently reconfigured for transversal CZ gates throughout
the distillation circuit (right), shown here with LQ1 and LQ3 in AOD traps.

on a neutral atom quantum computer. Magic states are
encoded using 2D color codes [19], and subsequently a 5-
to-1 logical magic state distillation is performed [13]. The
factory outputs a single magic state and the remaining
four qubits, which we call distillation syndromes, deter-
mine successful distillation. Central to our approach is
the dynamic reconfigurability and high degree of parallel
control of the neutral atom processor [8, 16]. We realize
gate and layout-efficient encoding circuits for arbitrary
logical states in the d=3 (d=5) color codes, executing
10 (5) logical qubit encoding circuits in parallel. MSD
is carried out using transversal Clifford gates, efficiently
implemented with parallel atom rearrangement across all
code distances. Correlated decoding [8, 30] is applied to
the distillation syndromes, and their stabilizer values are

further leveraged as flags [28, 31] to enhance output log-
ical fidelity. The operation of the magic state distilla-
tion factory is verified by distilling states with varying
input fidelity, and confirming the error suppression scal-
ing. Conditioned on observing the correct logical out-
come and suitable stabilizer patterns on the four distilla-
tion syndrome logical qubits, we obtain an enhancement
of logical magic state fidelity from 95.1+0.1

−0.1% to 99.4+0.3
−0.4%

for d=3 and from 92.5+0.1
−0.2% to 98.6+0.9

−1.3% for d=5, re-

spectively. This corresponds to a factor of 8+8
−3 infidelity

suppression for d=3 and a factor of 6+10
−3 for d=5.
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Figure 2. Parallel logical encoding of arbitrary states.
a, Circuit for injecting an arbitrary state |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ into the
[[7,1,3]] color code. b, Schematic of d=3 color code sta-
bilizers indicated by the three colored regions, with a logi-
cal operator highlighted. c, Bloch sphere representation of
the injected state with varying angle ϕ on the XY plane
(left). Error-corrected logical outcomes for X, Y, Z measure-
ment basis versus the injected phase. Faded markers indicate
outcomes upon postselection on perfect stabilizers. d, Left,
Bloch sphere representation of the (1,1,1) magic state. Cen-
ter, Injected d=3 magic state fidelity corresponding to raw,
error-corrected and postselected on perfect stabilizers, aver-
aged across all 10 logical qubits. Right, Spatial distribution
of injected magic state fidelities.

ARBITRARY LOGICAL STATE ENCODING

Our experiments utilize a newly built, Gemini-class
quantum processor built and operated at QuEra [32].
Inspired by earlier experiments from Harvard [8], it in-
volves control over a two-dimensional array of neutral
atom qubits in a reconfigurable architecture.

We start by preparing magic states encoded in the data
QEC code, with fidelity above the distillation threshold
(for 5-to-1 distillation, the threshold fidelity for depolar-
izing errors is 83% [13]). We choose the 2D color code
as our data QEC code, as the full Clifford group can be
implemented transversally with it [19]. The [[7,1,3]] color
code is illustrated in Fig. 2b, where an X and Z stabilizer
is associated with each colored region, and the logical
operators lie along the edge. Errors flip stabilizer values,
so measuring stabilizers allows us to detect and correct
physical errors in the circuit. The parameters [[n, k, d]]

denote a QEC code with n physical data qubits, k logi-
cal qubits, and code distance d, which can correct ⌊d−1

2 ⌋
errors or detect d− 1 errors. We use an arbitrary state
encoding circuit that takes a physical qubit as input and
encodes its state into a logical qubit (also known as state
injection). In particular, to encode into the d=3 2D
color code, we use the circuit in Fig. 2a, optimized for
atom movement and number of entangling gate layers
(Methods).
We verify the encoding circuit by injecting a state lying

on the X−Y plane and varying its angle (Fig. 2c). This
results in a rotation of the encoded logical information,
which can be read out as an oscillation in logical mea-
surements in the X or Y basis. Logical measurements
in the Pauli (X,Y,Z) basis are performed transversally,
by measuring each physical qubit in the corresponding
basis. To interpret data qubit measurement results, we
calculate the stabilizer and logical outcome parities from
physical measurement results. If errors are detected, we
can perform error correction on the logical result or al-
ternatively discard the measurement (error detection).
With the ability to encode arbitrary states, we shift

our focus to encoding magic states for further use in
distillation. In this work, we encode magic states that
point in the (1,1,1) direction on the Bloch sphere, for use
in the MSD procedure based on the [[5,1,3]] code [13].
We prepare this state by initializing in |0⟩ followed by a

local single-qubit rotation of angle arccos (1/
√
3) about

the (−1, 1, 0) axis on the physical qubit to be injected.
We perform logical quantum state tomography to esti-
mate magic state fidelity (Methods). We find that the
encoded logical magic states have raw logical fidelity
94.1+0.1

−0.1% (no error correction), error-corrected logi-

cal fidelity 95.1+0.1
−0.1%, and error-detected logical fidelity

98.3+0.1
−0.1% (postselect on perfect stabilizers), Fig. 2d. The

error-detected state fidelity is close to the original physi-
cal magic state fidelity of 98.9+0.1

−0.1%, indicating that most
of the added errors during the encoding process will also
trigger syndromes. To scalably use the resource states
in a larger circuit, we cannot rely on postselecting on
stabilizers that only become available when performing
transversal measurements of the logical qubit later on.
Therefore, we focus on comparing the logical fidelity of
magic states when only error correction (and no further
postselection) is applied on the target magic state.

5-TO-1 MAGIC STATE DISTILLATION

The logical encoding circuit described above is not
fault-tolerant, since physical errors on the injected phys-
ical qubit will lead to logical errors, resulting in a logical
error rate that scales linearly with the physical error rate.
To further suppress the logical error rate, we make use
of magic state distillation, which uses the properties of
a distillation QEC code and the fault-tolerant gates of
the data QEC code to improve the magic state quality
(Fig. 1).



4

1.000.950.900.850.80
Injected postselected fidelity

0.08

0.12

0.16

Experiment
Theory

Fa
ct

or
y 

ac
ce

pt
an

ce
 ra

te

1.00

0.95

0.90

0.85

0.80

D
is

til
le

d
fid

el
ity

injecte
d fid

elity 
= distil

led fid
elity

Experiment

Factory error suppression

Theory

0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
Total accepted fraction

0.90

0.92

0.94

0.96

0.98

1.00

M
ag

ic
st

at
e
fid

el
ity

Distilled (MLE)
Distilled (MLD)
Injected

Χ,Υ,Ζ

Ζ

Ζ

Ζ

Ζ

⎜ψL〉⎜ψL〉

⎜ψL〉

⎜ψL〉

⎜ψL〉

⎜ψL〉

Distilled output

Distillation
syndromes

d

c

b

a

More stabilizer flagging

Figure 3. 5-to-1 magic state distillation. a, Magic state distillation circuit based on the [[5,1,3]] code (distillation code).
We measure distillation syndromes in the Z basis and perform tomography on the distilled output. The successful distillation
syndrome for this circuit is 1011 (Methods). b, Fidelity of the output magic state for the d=3 distillation (blue line for the
MLE decoder, orange line for the MLD decoder, see main text) as a function of the total accepted fraction, which includes
both sliding scale postselection on distillation syndrome stabilizers, and the factory acceptance (1/6 in the noiseless case).
With sufficient stabilizer flagging, the output fidelity exceeds that of the input error-corrected magic state fidelity (green).
The shaded regions indicate 68% confidence intervals, equivalent to 1σ. c, We examine the distilled fidelity with full stabilizer
postselection, after introducing coherent Z errors to the input magic states (0.32π, 0.24π, 0.16π and 0, left to right, blue points).
The results are in good agreement with the theoretical expectation (gray line). The stars in b and c indicate the same data
point. d, Factory acceptance rate of distillation syndromes after perfect stabilizer postselection with the same coherent errors
as panel c. Dashed line indicates the 1/6 acceptance rate of the 5-to-1 magic state factory in the noiseless case.

Our magic state factory is based on the [[5,1,3]] per-
fect code [13, 33]. Schematically, the factory takes five
noisy logical magic states as input and applies a uni-
tary un-encoding circuit of the distillation [[5,1,3]] code,
which we optimize to have only three layers of entangling
gates (Fig. 3a, Methods). Measuring four of these logical
qubits effectively measures the stabilizers of the distilla-
tion code, while the remaining logical qubit contains the
output magic state. By postselecting on the appropri-
ate logical outcome of the four logical qubits, we achieve
quadratic suppression of the logical error rate. In the ab-
sence of errors, the factory acceptance rate of the 5-to-1
distillation factory is expected to be 1/6 [13].

To decode the logical measurement results, we use
a most-likely error (MLE) correlated decoder based on
mixed-integer programming [30], with error weights ob-
tained from separate characterization of our system
(Methods). For d = 3, we also explore a maximum likeli-
hood decoder (MLD) that simulates the majority logical
outcome for a given stabilizer pattern and uses it to deter-
mine the correction (Methods). These decoders can also
be used to characterize the confidence of a given logical
outcome assignment, allowing further sliding-scale post-

selection based on observed stabilizer patterns [8, 34, 35]
in analogy to flag protocols [25, 27, 28, 36, 37]. This
postselection is commonly employed in theoretical anal-
ysis when preparing resource states, and in accordance
with this, we use only the stabilizers of the four distil-
lation syndrome logical qubits to perform decoding for
postselection, since the output logical qubit is meant to
be used for subsequent operations.

Experimental results of our logical magic state dis-
tillation factory are shown in Fig. 3b. Starting with
the error-corrected input logical magic state with fidelity
95.1+0.1

−0.1%, without any stabilizer postselection, the out-
put magic state fidelity is worse than the injected state,
due to the added physical errors during the distillation
process. However, we find that approximately 50% sta-
bilizer postselection is sufficient to improve the output
magic state fidelity, and full postselection on perfect sta-
bilizers of distillation syndrome qubits results in a fidelity
of 99.4+0.3

−0.4%. Both decoders show similar performance,
with the MLD decoder performing slightly better by ac-
counting for the entropy of error configurations.

We further probe the physics of error suppression of the
distillation code by artificially introducing coherent er-
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rors across the five input logical qubits (Fig. 3c,d), which
we achieve by applying a Z rotation on the physical qubits
prior to state injection. After encoding, this results in a
magic state rotated around the X axis, which we use as
input to the factory. After full stabilizer postselection
on the four distillation syndrome qubits, we compare the
error-corrected output fidelity against the postselected
input fidelity, in order to highlight the distillation be-
havior on the logical information. We observe distillation
gain for all added rotation angles.

As the added rotation angle error increases, we ob-
serve that the output state infidelity is consistent with
quadratic suppression of the added error. We also find
that the factory acceptance rate decreases with added
errors, with an initial decrease that scales linearly with
the added error. This can be understood from the fact
that a single input logical error will lead to an outcome
different from the correct distillation syndrome, reducing
the factory acceptance rate without contributing to the
distilled fidelity. Two input logical errors are needed to
affect the distilled fidelity, giving rise to quadratic error
suppression [13].

EXTENDING TO LARGER CODE DISTANCE

Larger data codes offer stronger protection against
physical errors when operated below threshold, and are
crucial for scaling to low logical error rates. To this end,
we investigate data codes with larger code distances by
performing MSD on five copies of a [[17,1,5]] d=5 color
code. After optimizing for our native gate set, we ob-
tain the logical encoding circuit with five entangling lay-
ers shown in Fig. 4a, with its corresponding stabilizers
shown in Fig. 4b. Encoding all five d=5 magic states
involves 85 physical qubits, which are coherently manip-
ulated in parallel within the entanglement zone of the
processor (Methods). The transversal single- and two-
qubit distillation gates and atom moves are exactly the
same as in d=3. We apply the same correlated decod-
ing procedure with the MLE decoder and postselection
criteria as the d=3 case.

The experimental results for the d=5 color code are
shown in Fig. 4c. We first note that encoding magic
states into larger distance codes results in lower injected
fidelity 92.5+0.1

−0.2%, as the encoding circuit involves more
physical gate operations. We note that the stabilizer
postselection rate required to achieve a comparably high
fidelity is lower compared with d=3, as our gate fideli-
ties are not yet past the circuit threshold for the data
code; this can be improved with further reduction of the
physical error rate. With full stabilizer and factory post-
selection, we observe a distillation gain of 6.1+0.9

−1.4%, from

an encoded fidelity of 92.5+0.1
−0.2% to a distilled fidelity of

98.6+0.9
−1.3% (Fig. 4c).

We compare the MSD performance across code dis-
tances in Fig. 4d, including physical MSD (d=1) and
logical MSD with the d=3 and d=5 color codes. For
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physical MSD, preparation of physical magic states is
limited only by qubit initialization, measurement and
single-qubit gate fidelity. Without the ability to per-
form error-correction, physical distillation introduces ad-
ditional errors, leading to a lower output fidelity. Shift-
ing to logical qubits, we observe that the injected state fi-
delity drops as distance increases due to the added errors
during the non-fault-tolerant encoding circuit. However,
the data code provides sufficient protection of distillation
operations to achieve distillation gain for both d=3 and
d=5.

DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

These experiments demonstrate key ingredients of
MSD for universal fault-tolerant quantum computation.
Leveraging the dynamic reconfigurability and transversal
gate operations of the neutral atom platform to realize
a logical magic state distillation factory, our approach
allows us to probe key aspects of the distillation pro-
cess. Such a factory can be combined with mid-circuit
measurement and feed-forward [8, 38–42], to execute uni-
versal quantum algorithms via magic state teleportation.
Although the present experiments clearly demonstrate
performance of MSD past the distillation threshold, fur-
ther improvements in both the fidelity and rate of the
MSD factory are required to enable the execution of deep
logical circuits. While at present, the use of higher dis-
tance codes results in lower acceptance fraction to achieve
large fidelity gain, by improving gate fidelities to val-
ues well below the 2D color code threshold, the accepted
fraction can remain comparable as the code distance in-
creases, and multiple distillation rounds can be executed
for further error suppression. More specifically, we esti-
mate (Methods) that two-fold reduction in physical er-
ror rates will result in distillation gain without stabilizer
postselection.

In order to enable efficient large-scale universal quan-
tum computation, such fidelity improvements should
also come hand-in-hand with further co-design of magic
state preparation. While magic state distillation rep-
resents a foundational approach for implementing non-
Clifford operations, and has the advantage of being flex-
ibly adaptable to many data codes, alternative methods
with various trade-offs should also be explored. These
include the use of QEC codes with transversal non-
Clifford gates [43, 44], as well as advanced flag pro-
tocols [25, 27, 28, 45–47] and the recently proposed
magic state cultivation [29] schemes. Moreover, alter-
native MSD factories with improved input-to-output ra-
tios or better error suppression [13, 20–22, 48] can be co-
designed and explored experimentally within the current
framework. Paving the way towards reliable operation in
large-scale quantum computers, our work therefore opens
the door for exploration of hardware efficient generation
of quantum magic.
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METHODS

System overview

All experiments described in this work were performed on
QuEra’s Gemini-class neutral atom quantum computer.
More detailed information and characterization will be
described in an upcoming manuscript [32]. The system
is based on neutral 87Rb atoms trapped in reconfigurable
optical tweezers [49–52]. We laser cool and trap atoms
in a magneto-optical-trap, and subsequently load into a
fixed set of optical tweezers generated by a spatial light
modulator (SLM). Atoms are then coherently rearranged
by dynamic tweezers at 852 nm generated by a crossed
pair of acoustic-optic deflectors (AODs).

Qubits are encoded in the mF=0 hyperfine ground
states, |0⟩ ≡ |F =1,mf =0⟩ and |1⟩ ≡ |F =2,mf =0⟩,
with a T2 coherence time of approximately 2 s [32].
Single-qubit gates are performed via Raman transi-
tions [53], with a laser red-detuned from 5P1/2 by
350 GHz. We drive global single-qubit rotations at
650 kHz by illuminating the entire array along the quanti-
zation axis, and locally at 250 kHz by addressing atoms
using another pair of AODs [8]. Two-qubit gates are
mediated by Rydberg interactions, which we achieve by
driving atoms in |1⟩ to 53S1/2 in a two-photon process
via 6P3/2 with intermediate state detuning of 6 GHz [54–
58]. We perform readout globally, by heating and ejecting
atoms in |1⟩ with resonant light, followed by fluorescence
imaging of the remaining atoms.

Circuit details and calibration

We deterministically load and prepare the atoms into a
rectangular grid of 17× 5 SLM traps. The same regular
grid of SLM sites is used to run both the d=3 and d=5
distillation experiments (Extended Data Fig. 1 and 2).
During circuit execution, atoms are rearranged entirely
within the 5-row-wide “entanglement zone”, and illumi-
nated with 1013 nm and 420 nm light that couples qubit
state |1⟩ to the Rydberg state. To execute CZ gates, we
coherently move atoms such that gate pairs are 2 µm
away, within the Rydberg blockade radius, while keeping
8 µm separation between independent gate pairs. We
perform parallel horizontal moves during data code en-
coding to prepare a logical qubit in each row. Once en-
coded, we move the rows of logical qubits using parallel
vertical moves. To preserve qubit coherence, all moves
are accompanied by dynamical decoupling implemented
with global single-qubit pulses. Local single-qubit gates
around the X-Y plane are executed in between CZ layers
and we echo the induced local light shifts using a global
single-qubit gate pulse.

We now detail changes in logical operator and stabi-
lizer conventions due to the circuit optimizations that we
apply. In both d= 3 and d= 5 encoding, we physically
implement the first layer of

√
Y gates with a global pulse.

We also substitute local
√
Y

†
with

√
Y to improve par-

allelism. This changes the basis of the physical input, so
to inject a logical (1,1,1) we physically prepare the (-1,-
1,-1) state. We further optimize by pre-applying the first

set of
√
X gates required for distillation on the physical

qubits prior to encoding: qubits 1, 2 and 5 are prepared
into (-1,1,-1), which after encoding becomes (1,-1,1). Fi-
nally, single qubit echoes during the encoding and distil-
lation circuit redefine the color code stabilizer basis. We
classically track this through encoding and distillation to
recover the original stabilizer basis. Echoes during distil-
lation also flip the distillation syndrome outcomes. This
means that our actual acceptance case is 0011, differ-
ent from the acceptance case of 1011 from the circuit in
Fig. 3a.

We use quantum state tomography to evaluate the fi-
delity of logical magic states. Measurement of the in-
jected state fidelity is done by applying a global tomog-
raphy pulse to all qubits and subsequently measuring all
three bases, see Extended Data Fig. 3 for examples. To
measure the fidelity after distillation, we apply transver-
sal single qubit gates to the output logical qubit to sam-
ple the three bases. In this way, the other four logical
qubits are always measured in the Z basis. Loss dur-
ing the circuit can lead to a biased error in the magic
state fidelity. To mitigate this, we interleave measure-
ments in all basis states: ±X, ±Y, ±Z and average the
results. We track the injected fidelity by interleaving one
shot of magic state injection with no distillation for ev-
ery seven shots of full factory execution. This protects
against bias due to potential systematic drift during data
taking. Throughout the run we monitor the perfect sta-
bilizer rate of the injection circuit as a proxy for gate
calibrations (Extended Data Fig. 3b,d).

A single factory instance using d = 3 and d = 5 data
codes requires 35 and 85 atoms, respectively. To im-
prove data rates, we run two independent parallel in-
stances of the d=3 factory, requiring a total of 70 atoms.
We ran 658, 562 shots of the d = 3 experiment, split
into a total of 2×576, 131= 1, 152, 262 factory runs and
10×82, 431=824, 310 encoding tomography runs. Added
error datasets consist of 143,000 shots for each added er-
ror, corresponding to 251,000 factory runs and 175,000
encoding tomography runs. For d=5, we ran a total of
259,261 factory shots and 5× 37, 108 = 185, 540 encod-
ing tomography shots. Shots are evenly split into X,Y,Z
basis for all experiments.

Error model

We use randomized benchmarking (RB) to calibrate and
benchmark single- and two-qubit gates. We measure a
global (local) amplitude robust single-qubit gate fidelity
of 99.978(1)% (99.81(2)%). We benchmark controlled-
phase (CZ) two-qubit gates by driving pairs of block-
aded atoms with alternating single-qubit and two-qubit
gates [55]. We measure the return probability to |00⟩ as
a function of the number of entangling gates, resulting in
a fidelity of 99.42(1)% per entangling gate. We estimate
state preparation and measurement errors to be a total
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of 1%.

To simulate the impact of various error sources on the
circuits, we model the error sources as depolarizing Pauli
channels. Errors due to global and local single-qubit
gates are incorporated as single-qubit channels. Two-
qubit gate error is modeled by a two-qubit depolarizing
Pauli channel, biased towards Z and ZZ phase flip chan-
nels. Movement of atoms via AOD also induces errors
but in two distinct ways. On the moving atoms, tweezer
light induces a qubit frequency shift, resulting in Z er-
rors. During the move duration we also account for the
idling errors on all qubits. For each error type, we as-
sume uniform error across the atom array and the mag-
nitude of errors is derived from independent benchmark-
ing of each operation. Overall, our error model shows
good agreement with the experimentally observed stabi-
lizer and logical outcomes (Extended Data Fig. 4b).

Probing distillation code error suppression

5-to-1 MSD achieves a quadratic suppression in infi-
delity of the input magic states. We probe this phe-
nomenon in experiment and in (noiseless) simulation by
applying coherent Z errors to input magic states and
recording output magic state fidelity (Fig. 3c) as well as
factory acceptance rate (Fig. 3d).

In experiments, we apply coherent Z errors of 0.32π,
0.24π, 0.16π and 0 to the five physical magic states,
which are then injected into d = 3 color codes and dis-
tilled. The output fidelity is plotted against the injected
postselected fidelity in Fig. 3c. The distillation output
fidelity performs only error correction on the output log-
ical qubit, but postselects on perfect stabilizers on the
distillation syndrome logical qubits. The injected posts-
elected fidelity, on the other hand, postselects on perfect
stabilizers on the target logical qubit itself. We choose
this comparison to more clearly highlight the distilla-
tion behavior of the logical information. We see that
all four data points show distillation gain; namely, the
error-corrected output fidelity is higher than the post-
selected injected fidelity. In Extended Data Fig. 4c, we
further show the results for different distillation stabilizer
postselection thresholds.

We also numerically simulate the performance of the
ideal distillation circuit subject to coherent input er-
rors. The output fidelity is plotted against input physical
magic state fidelity, calculated based on the applied error
(gray curve, Fig. 3c). We observe the expected quadratic
suppression in input infidelity, which is in good agree-
ment with our experimental data (blue points). Note
that when the input fidelity is at 0.80, which is lower than
the frequently-quoted 5-to-1 MSD distillation threshold
of 83% [13], we still observe an improved output fidelity.
This is because the usual distillation threshold is com-
puted for incoherent errors, while the threshold for our
applied coherent errors is lower. We also observe good
agreement with experimental data for the factory accep-
tance rate (Fig. 3d). Overall, our experimental data
closely aligns with the theoretical predictions of 5-to-1

MSD.

Comparison with alternative methods for magic
state preparation

In this section, we compare different methods for magic
state preparation, including alternative injection or
projection-based schemes, and other magic state distil-
lation factories.
There are a few natural approaches to prepare logical

magic states. One could use an (often non-fault-tolerant)
encoding circuit, measure the data code stabilizers to
project into the target logical state, or measure certain
operators for which the target logical magic state is an
eigenstate. Some of these operations can further serve to
detect errors, in order to boost the fidelity of the result-
ing magic state. These protocols can be further expanded
with flag qubits or extended with error-correction cycles
for improved fidelity.
Prior experiments on trapped ions [25] and supercon-

ducting qubits [26, 27] have demonstrated different com-
binations of these techniques. This includes magic state
preparation based on unitary encoding [25] and stabi-
lizer measurement projection [26], as well as the fur-
ther use of flagged verification schemes and error detec-
tion/correction to achieve fault tolerance against any sin-
gle physical error [25, 27].
The above techniques of magic state injection and veri-

fication can produce magic states with fairly high fidelity,
which could serve as the input into MSD factories in
the future [46]. However, these techniques have some
noteworthy limitations due to their direct use of phys-
ical operations, in contrast to protected logical opera-
tions of the data code as in MSD. First, direct injection
of physical magic states without further verification will
have a performance limited by the physical magic state
fidelity, which is insufficient for large-scale quantum com-
puting. Second, operating the verification protocols at
higher distances or higher physical error rates generally
increases the complexity of ancilla preparation and/or
post-selection overhead significantly [28, 29, 45].
For these reasons, protocols that make use of an in-

ner data code to protect operations, such as MSD, are a
crucial primitive as we scale to lower logical error rates.
Existing implementations of MSD achieve this with phys-
ical qubits [23, 24], which do not provide protection of
Clifford operations within the MSD factory. Thus, our
demonstration of logical MSD with an inner data code
is a crucial step towards further improvements of magic
state preparation.
Our experiment focuses on the implementation of 5-

to-1 MSD [13], as it exemplifies the principles of MSD
with relatively low resource requirements. It has the
downside that with perfect distillation code operations,
the factory only has a 1/6 acceptance rate, and it only
achieves quadratic suppression despite the code being dis-
tance 3. For future, large-scale operation, it may instead
be desirable to employ MSD factories with higher distil-
lation rate, better error suppression scaling, and which
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have unity acceptance rate in the absence of input er-
rors [13, 20–22, 48]. However, some of the key ingredi-
ents we demonstrated, such as the use of parallel opera-
tions via transversal gates and sliding scale post-selection
based on stabilizer readouts, are likely broadly useful for
future experiments.

Design and optimization of state injection circuits

To achieve high fidelities, we optimize the implementa-
tion of several key quantum circuits. In this section, we
focus on arbitrary state injection circuits for the d = 3
and d = 5 color codes, while the next section will dis-
cuss optimizations of logical MSD circuits. We primar-
ily focus on reducing the number of entangling gate lay-
ers, since the gate infidelity and associated move errors
are a significant contributor to our error budget. To the
best of our knowledge, previous unitary injection circuits
for the d = 3 color code require 4 entangling gate lay-
ers [25, 59, 60]. While exhaustive search over all possible
7-qubit, 3-layer injection circuits is sufficient for d=3, we
develop more efficient methods for d=5 to find low-depth
circuits with good atom layouts.

We present an algorithm based on matrix row reduc-
tion [61, 62] to find an injection circuit for 2D color codes.
Simple extensions to this algorithm may work well for any
CSS code in general. Executing the algorithm gives some
injection circuit, which is unlikely to be optimal.

The algorithm operates on a matrix representation of
the checks and logical operator of the code. Each row
corresponds to a data qubit of the code and each column
is either a check or a logical operator. The matrix entry
Mqc is 1 if the check or logical c contains qubit q, and is
0 otherwise. Performing row operations (adding one row
to another) on this matrix corresponds to the application
of CNOTs, while performing column operations (adding
one column to another) corresponds to redefining stabi-
lizers and logical operators. We find the circuits shown in
Fig. 2a and Fig. 4a using the following simple heuristics
and search methods:

1. Choose row operations in layers where we pick the
“best” n/2 disjoint pairs of rows for row operations
before reusing rows in the next layer. This max-
imizes circuit parallelism because each row opera-
tion will become a CNOT.

2. Every row operation ideally reduces (or sometimes
maintains) the total number of 1 entries.

3. A row operation is preferred if it leaves the up-
dated row more similar (by Hamming distance) to
another row. This enables a future row operation
to be more effective.

4. Prioritize row operations to remove 1 entries from
high-weight columns (high relative numbers of 1 en-
tries). If certain columns are very high-weight near
row-reduction completion, backtrack and prioritize
them sooner.

5. While backtracking to try new choices, prioritize
minimizing number of operation layers over number
of operations.

6. Column operations do not need to be optimal as
they do not impact the circuit, they only redefine
the stabilizer basis.

For example, the d=3 color code depicted in
Fig. 2b has checks S0 =Z0Z1Z2Z3, S1 =Z1Z2Z4Z5,
S2 =Z2Z3Z4Z6, S3 =X0X1X2X3, S4 =X1X2X4X5,
S5 =X2X3X4X6 and logical operators LZ0 =Z0Z1Z5,
LX0 =X0X1X5. Due to the self-dual structure where X
and Z checks match, this can be represented with the
matrix

M0 =

S0 S1 S2 L0

q0 1 − − 1
q1 1 1 − 1
q2 1 1 1 −
q3 1 − 1 −
q4 − 1 1 −
q5 − 1 − 1
q6 − − 1 −

where zero is shown as “−” for visual clarity.
Our goal is to find a sequence of row and column oper-

ations via matrix row reduction under addition modulo
2. For example, the row operation 0 → 2 results in

S0 S1 S2 L0

q0 1 − − 1
q1 1 1 − 1
q2 − 1 1 1
q3 1 − 1 −
q4 − 1 1 −
q5 − 1 − 1
q6 − − 1 −

Note that columns corresponding to the logical opera-
tor(s) must not be source columns (e.g. Li → ◦ is not
allowed), but may be target columns.

We find the best row operations Rops = [0 → 1, 3 →
2, 5 → 4, 0 → 3, 2 → 5, 4 → 6, 2 → 1, 4 → 3, 6 → 5] and
column operations Cops = [S0 → LZ0, S2 → LZ0] result
in our final matrix Mfinal

Mfinal =

S0 S1 S2 L0

q0 1 − − −
q1 − − − −
q2 − 1 − −
q3 − − − −
q4 − − 1 −
q5 − − − −
q6 − − − 1

This solution explicitly defines our encoding circuit:

1. On the qubit where Mfinal
qi,LZj

= 1, prepare the in-

jected state |ψ⟩.
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2. For other qi whereM
final
qi,Sj

= 1 for some Sj , prepare

qi in the |+⟩ state.

3. Prepare all other qubits in the |0⟩ state.

4. For each entry s→ t of Rops, in reverse order add
a CNOT gate with control qs and target qt. Cops

does not impact the circuit.

5. Use circuit identities to convert to hardware-
supported gates:

(a) Preparing a qubit in the |+⟩ state becomes

preparing in the |0⟩ state followed by
√
Y .

(b) CNOTij becomes
√
Yj

†
, CZij , and

√
Yj .

(c) Adjacent
√
Yj and

√
Yj

†
cancel.

The resulting circuit non-fault-tolerantly prepares the
logical code state

∣∣ψ〉. For the d = 3 color code, the
solution above gives the 9-gate, 3-layer encoding circuit.
For the [[17, 1, 5]] color code, the best solution we find
has five layers and 24 CNOT/CZ gates (Fig. 4a) with
Rops = [1 → 0, 3 → 2, 4 → 5, 7 → 6, 9 → 8, 15 → 12, 2 →
0, 6 → 3, 8 → 5, 12 → 10, 13 → 11, 2 → 4, 8 → 6, 9 →
7, 10 → 13, 16 → 14, 4 → 7, 8 → 10, 14 → 11, 15 →
16, 3 → 1, 7 → 10, 14 → 12, 16 → 13].

Design and optimization of distillation circuit

The 5-to-1 distillation protocol consists of running the
unencoding circuit of the [[5, 1, 3]] perfect code, followed
by measurements of the four logical qubits that corre-
spond to stabilizers of the distillation code. To imple-
ment this protocol, we start with an unencoding circuit
with low entangling gate count [63], previously optimized
from Ref. [33], and further optimize it for our hardware.
Our optimizations aim to reduce the number of local
single-qubit gates as well as the number of entangling
gate layers, since these have larger contributions to the
infidelity. We utilize a variety of techniques to achieve
this:

1. Reordering of qubits and commuting gates. The
final circuit includes three rounds of CZ gates sep-
arated by local single-qubit gates.

2. Use of circuit identities, such as 1+i√
2
H =

X1/2SX1/2.
3. Absorbing certain operations into the initial state

or measurement, without changing the ideal ini-
tial state, the post-selection basis, or affecting the
quadratic error suppression of the distillation cir-
cuit.

Our optimized circuit is shown in Fig. 3a. Note that
in standard 5-to-1 MSD, the successful distillation syn-
drome is 0000, as depicted in Fig. 1. Our optimizations
flipped it to 1011. As we used identities related to the ini-
tial state inputs and final post-selection, this circuit is an
unencoding circuit of a five-qubit code which is equiva-
lent to the perfect code up to Clifford operations. For the

purpose of magic state distillation, it achieves quadratic
suppression in infidelity.

Design and optimization of atom layout

The optimized circuits described in the previous two sec-
tions need efficient implementations of atom movement.
Here, we describe our design process for finding circuit-
specialized atom move sequences.
We design logical circuits with transversal operations

to have a 2D product structure, where transversal oper-
ations are horizontally parallel and logical state injection
is vertically parallel (Fig. 1). Thus, we lay out each log-
ical qubit linearly in the same row. All atoms have a
home position in a static SLM trap, and for each layer
of gates, we pick fewer than half the atoms, move them
horizontally or vertically near their gate partners, and
move them back. In order to minimize atom transfer, we
optimize for an atom ordering and circuit layers where
none of the moves reorder atoms and the move distances
are minimized. An atom order is valid for given circuit
layers if

max(i, j) < max(k, l)
∀ CZij ,CZkl ∈ Layer | i < k

∀ Layer ∈ Circuit

where a layer is a set of CZ gates that may be executed
in parallel without changing the meaning of the circuit.
We use a combination of hand-optimization over choice

of circuit layers and brute-force search over atom orders.
The index numbers labeled in the encoding circuit show
these optimal qubit orders. The order of the five (logical)
qubits in Fig. 3a has the first two qubits swapped.

Approach to simulation of magic state distillation
circuit performance

Our full circuit, which injects five physical magic states
into five logical magic states in the color code, and then
performs logical magic state distillation, is supported on
35 qubits in the d=3 case and 85 qubits in the d=5
case. The injection and distillation circuits are entirely
Clifford, with the non-Clifford-ness coming only from
the input states. This poses a challenge towards uti-
lizing standard simulation methods. Since the input
states are magic states, standard Clifford circuit sim-
ulation tools such as Stim [64] cannot be applied di-
rectly. The circuit size of 85 means state-vector simu-
lation is intractable, and approximation methods such
as matrix product states simulations become technically
and computationally consuming. While methods such as
extended Clifford simulation could be used [65], existing
open-source implementations only support up to 64 phys-
ical qubits [66]. For these reasons, we developed a sim-
ulation technique which we refer to as Input-Decoupled
Noise Learning [67], where learning of the noise chan-
nel is separated from simulating the actual state of the
logical circuit.
The key idea of our approach is that the analysis of

noise can largely be separated from the analysis of the
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ideal logical action itself. The ideal logical circuit can
be viewed as a channel that maps some input quantum

state to classical bit strings, C :
(
C2

)⊗5 → F5
2, where the

bit strings correspond to logical measurement outcomes.
Since this is an ideal logical circuit involving only five
qubits, it can be readily simulated. Under a Pauli noise
model σ and a Clifford circuit C, the combined effect of
noise and error correction is to apply additional logical
Pauli operations, which further map the logical outcomes
Eσ : F5

2 → F5
2. Since this combined effect involves only

Pauli operators and Clifford circuits, we can efficiently
simulate it via error sampling and performing decoding.
More generally, the same approach can be applied when-
ever error sampling and decoding can be done efficiently.
The full simulation result can then be obtained by com-
posing the two channels Eσ ◦ C.
Learning the channel Eσ is implemented as follows. We

use Stim [64] to simulate the noisy logical circuit but we
replace the input physical magic states by a special 5-
qubit entangled state chosen to make the logical measure-
ment results deterministic. This special 5-qubit state is
generated by running the noise-free inverse of the logical
circuit. When measuring the output logical in the X, Y,
or Z basis, the state-prep for the special state begins by
preparing |+L⟩, |+iL⟩ or |0L⟩ of the 5-qubit distillation
code, respectively. This ensures that the measurement
results on all five logical qubits are +1 in the absence
of errors, and that the simulation is fully Clifford and
therefore efficient. We perform decoding based on the
simulated syndromes s̃ (see following sections for details
of our decoder), resulting in the final logical measure-
ment result l ∈ F5

2 characterizing logical flips caused by
circuit noise. The decoding is done either using the syn-
drome information of the four logical qubits of factory
post-selection, or using syndrome information of all five
logical qubits during tomography, resulting in the ap-
propriate channel in each case. With a large amount of
samples, which can be efficiently generated, we can learn
the classical logical error channel Eσ to high accuracy.

For our logical circuit involving five logical qubits, we
can easily obtain the ideal logical circuit channel C. Using
Qiskit [66], we implement the ideal distillation circuit
with magic state inputs. Note that this simulation also
supports noise applied on the magic state input. We
directly calculate the 5-bit logical output for this circuit,
producing the channel C. The final output magic state
fidelity can then be computed by composing the channels
Eσ ◦ C.

With this approach, for a Clifford physical circuit with
non-Pauli inputs, our method decouples the Pauli noise
in the physical circuit from the input states, and learns
the noise-induced logical errors efficiently. Beyond this
example, we expect our techniques to have further ap-
plications as we scale to larger quantum codes and more
complex logical circuits.

Estimation of confidence intervals

When performing quantum state tomography to estimate

the logical fidelity, it is possible that the reconstructed
density matrix is not positive semi-definite, causing the
calculated fidelity confidence interval to exceed 1 [68]. To
address this and obtain meaningful confidence intervals,
we use Bayesian analysis to calculate posterior probabil-
ities [69].
Consider quantum state tomography, with n⃗ =

(nx, ny, nz) measurements in the X, Y, Z basis, respec-
tively. Denote the number of |0⟩ outcomes decoded as
m⃗ = (mx,my,mz). We would like to extract the prob-
ability distribution of true fidelity values F that could
produce these measurement results. To this end, we ap-
ply Bayes’ rule:

P (F = F |m⃗, n⃗) = P (m⃗, n⃗|F = F )Pprior(F = F )

P (m⃗, n⃗)
, (1)

where m⃗, n⃗ denote the observed measurement outcomes
and Pprior is the prior distribution. We assume a prior
distribution of density matrices that has a uniform ran-
dom distribution within the Bloch sphere, and expand
the right hand side of Eq. (1) over quantum mixed states.
Note that this prior has lower weight on the state with
unity fidelity, and is therefore more conservative than
usual fidelity calculations that correspond to a uniform
prior over fidelity values, instead of over the Bloch sphere.
In the limit of a large number of samples, the difference
between different priors will have a negligible effect.
We (numerically) compute this distribution over the

Bloch sphere via

P (m⃗, n⃗|F = F ) =

∫
v⃗|F|SH⟩(v⃗)=F

P (V⃗ = m⃗, n⃗|v⃗)dv⃗

Pprior(F = F ) =

∫
v⃗|F|SH⟩(v⃗)=F

1dv⃗

where v⃗ = (x, y, z) is the Bloch sphere vector representa-
tion of the density matrix,

F|SH⟩(v⃗) =
1

2
+
x+ y + z

2
√
3

(2)

is the fidelity of the mixed state v⃗ relative to our desired
|SH⟩ magic state v⃗|SH⟩ = 1√

3
(1, 1, 1) and P (m⃗, n⃗) is a

normalization constant. Intuitively, we integrate over all
mixed states with the same fidelity.

Decoding and post-selection methods

At the end of our MSD protocol, we transversally mea-
sure all physical qubits of the four distillation syndrome
logical qubits in the Z basis, and all physical qubits of
the output magic state in one of the X, Y or Z basis
for logical tomography. We utilize two decoding meth-
ods for our data: a maximum likelihood decoder (MLD)
constructed by direct sampling of a look-up table, and a
most likely error (MLE) decoder based on mixed-integer
programming [70].
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Given either decoder, we first perform decoding using
only the syndromes of the four ancillary logical qubits
to infer their logical outcomes. The syndromes of the
output logical qubit are not used at this stage, because
the factory postselection should be done without mea-
suring the output logical qubit, so that the output can
continue to be used in subsequent logical operations. We
perform factory postselection on the distillation logical
outcome being 0011, which is the desired outcome for
our distillation circuit. We then optionally perform fur-
ther stabilizer postselection, which can further boost the
fidelity of the output magic state by flagging bad execu-
tions of the distillation circuit. After postselection, we
decode with the full syndrome of all five logical qubits to
infer the logical outcome of the output magic state (with
no further postselection), which we use to compute the
output fidelity. We note that agreement between the re-
sults of the two rounds of decoding (four vs. five logical
qubits) could be further utilized to herald logical errors
in the execution of the full circuit.

The MLD decoder is only tractable for d=3, where the
number of syndrome combinations is limited. To con-
struct the MLD decoder, we sample 109 measurement
samples for our full 35-qubit circuit, under the noise
model described above. Our lookup table T will have
215 keys corresponding to all possible syndromes, each
key storing 25 entries corresponding to the number of oc-
currences of each logical observable pattern among our
samples with the given syndrome. Sampling can be done
efficiently in Stim, by replacing the input magic states
with stabilizer states (see our noise learning method de-
scribed above). With each sample, we store the 15-bit
syndrome information and the 5-bit logical error string
into T . After all samples are collected, each syndrome s
will have a most likely logical error ℓs, which will be our
decoder output for s. To perform postselection, we can
sort the stabilizer patterns based on the logical fidelity of
the output they lead to, and perform sliding scale posts-
election based on this.

The MLD decoding method described in the previous
paragraph only works for small code distances, because
the space complexity for the table is exponential. There-
fore, it is not realistic to use it for decoding at d=5. We
therefore use a most-likely error (MLE) decoder, adapted
from Ref. [30, 71], to decode the logical measurement re-
sults and evaluate their confidence for post-selection.

We construct an MLE decoder based on mixed-integer
programming (MIP) formalized as follows. We denote all
stabilizers as Σ = {σ1, . . . , σk}, and all logical observable
as O = {O1, . . . , Ol}. We enumerate all possible elemen-
tary Pauli errors E = {ϵ1, . . . , ϵm} in the injection and
distillation circuits, and each error ϵj can flip a subset of
stabilizers Σj ⊂ Σ as well as a subset of logical observ-
ables Ωj ⊂ O with probability pj . If we define

∂i,j = 1 if σi ∈ Σj , Li,j = 1 if Oi ∈ Ωj , (3)

then given an error configuration e⃗ ∈ Fm
2 , the resulting

stabilizer and observable configuration will be ∂e⃗ and Le⃗,

respectively. The input of the MLE decoder is a stabilizer

configuration s⃗ =

s1...
sk

 ∈ Fk
2 , and it will return the

most-likely error configuration that results in the same
stabilizer configuration. More precisely, the most-likely
error is defined

e⃗ = argmax P (e⃗), s.t. ∂e⃗ = s⃗, (4)

where ej , sj are binary variables. Equivalently, the most-
likely error can be determined by the following mixed-
integer programming problem by regarding all variables
as integers and introducing new slack variables λj :

e⃗ = argmax
∑
j

log
1− pj
pj

ej , s.t.
∑

∂i,jej = sj + 2λj ,

(5)
where ej , sj , λj are integers.
To post-select a shot based on the stabilizer configu-

ration, we analyze the logical gap [34, 35, 72, 73], which
characterizes the confidence in the chosen correction. We
seek to characterize the confidence by analyzing the like-
lihood of this error compared to those resulting in other
logical corrections. We define the second-most-likely er-
ror (SMLE) to be

f⃗ = argmax P (e⃗), s.t. ∂f⃗ = σ⃗ and Lf⃗ ̸= Le⃗, (6)

then the logical gap of a given stabilizer configuration is
defined as

g = log
P (e⃗)

P (f⃗)
. (7)

Intuitively, the logical gap provides a confidence measure
for decoding—the gap approximates the likelihood dif-
ference between the most likely logical outcome and the
second most likely logical outcome.
In the case of 5-to-1 distillation, there are four logical

qubits that are measured, and we will use the stabilizer
information from those four to post-select the shots. We
enumerate all 24 logical representatives over these four
measured qubits and add the corresponding logical ob-
servable as a new constraint into the MIP solver to ob-
tain the MLE and the SMLE. To determine whether we
accept a shot, we compute the logical gap based on the
detector information on the measured four logical qubits,
and see if it is greater than a logical gap threshold we set
ahead of time.
We observe that for d = 3, the logical error perfor-

mance for the MLD and MLE are comparable (Fig. 3b).
This suggests that the additional entropic contribution
from considering all error cosets is smaller than that com-
ing from analyzing the most likely error itself.

Physical error rate to achieve distillation gain
without stabilizer postselection

We now perform numerical simulations of our d = 3
distillation process at a variety of different physical error
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rates, and evaluate the injected and distilled magic state
fidelities in the absence of stabilizer postselection. This
provides an estimation of how much the physical error
rate should be improved to see distillation gain without
extra postselection penalties, and future work can extend
this to a comparison between different code distances.

The results are shown in Extended Data Fig. 4a. As we
globally rescale the physical error rate, both the injected
and distilled fidelity improve, with the distilled fidelity
improving faster due to its quadratic scaling. To match
the experimentally-observed fidelities (crosses), the phys-
ical error rates are rescaled by 1.25× compared to the
error model used for decoding. We find that an approx-
imately two-fold improvement in physical error rate suf-
fices to achieve distillation gain without stabilizer posts-
election.
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Extended Data Figure 1. Experimental layout of magic state distillation factory. a, We arrange 7 to 17 87Rb atoms,
each corresponding to a physical qubit, into a row. This horizontal register represents a logical qubit, tiled into 5 rows for
a total of five logical qubits (LQ1 to LQ5). b, Encoding. Once the register of physical qubits is prepared, we coherently
rearrange atoms to perform two-qubit entangling gates using the Rydberg blockade mechanism. We break up the circuit into
“layers” each containing one set of local rotations, transport, and CZ gates. c, Coherent movement of logical qubits to perform
transversal CZ gates. In the case of 5-to-1 distillation, this is achieved in three layers. The circuit as drawn here corresponds
1 to 1 to the atom layout, whereas in Fig. 3 logical qubits LQ1 and LQ2 are swapped for clarity. d, Global measurement of
qubits after circuit execution.
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Extended Data Figure 2. Experimental layout of d=5 encoding. The arbitrary-state encoding circuit for the d=5 color
code (left) is comprised of five entangling gate layers, illustrated by averaged images of the corresponding atom configurations
(right), and local gates between the layers. We execute encoding with 5x parallelism, one instance per row (LQ1 to LQ5).
The horizontal AOD trap array is tiled vertically by the second AOD. For each layer, atoms start in SLM sites, we apply local
rotations, pick up and move atoms to their gate location, execute parallel CZ gates, echo (omitted for clarity), and finally move
back to SLM sites.
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Extended Data Figure 3. Encoded magic state fidelity and stabilizers. a, Spatial dependence of distance-3 magic
state encoding fidelity, for the experimental run with no added coherent error. Logical qubits numbered 1-5 and 6-10 are the
input qubits to two parallel distillation circuits. We observe some spatial dependence on both the fidelity and perfect stabilizer
rate, which we attribute to local single-qubit gate inhomogeneity and two-qubit gate inhomogeneity. b, Time dependence of
distance-3 color code stabilizers, for the experimental run with no added coherent error. Time traces are averaged with window
size of 100. c, d, Same as a and b for distance-5.
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Extended Data Figure 4. Additional decoding results. a, Simulated injected and distilled magic state fidelities as a
function of global rescaling of physical error rates, when no stabilizer postselection is applied. Relative to our error model
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fidelities. b, Simulation and experimental data in table format for d = 3, sorted into bins corresponding to 3×5=15 stabilizers
and 5 logical observables, for a total of 220 bins. We see good agreement between simulation and experiment. c, Sliding-scale
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