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Abstract—This paper considers the problem of finding an
optimal order for entanglement swapping in a heterogeneous path
of quantum repeaters so as to maximize the path throughput
defined as the delivery rate of end-to-end entanglements. The
primary difficulty in addressing this problem lies in the vast array
of possible swapping orders for large paths and the complexity of
the expected throughput, which depends on the attributes of each
node and edge along the path, as well as the order of swapping.
To cope with these issues, we first propose simple approximations
in estimating the swapping outcome between two entanglement
distributions that can run in constant time, thereby providing
an efficient approach for evaluating and comparing different
swapping orders, allowing us to solve the problem exactly for
small paths. Second, as the number of possible orders grows
exponentially with the number of repeaters in the path, we
develop an efficient heuristic based on the greedy selection of
nodes to sequentially perform swaps according to their swapping
scores, defined as the expected number of entanglements resulting
from their swaps. The scores are local but dynamic in the sense
that they depend not just on the entanglement distributions
available on the path but also on prior swapping decisions.
Finally, we illustrate the efficiency and effectiveness of our
proposed model and approach through extensive experimentation
conducted using a general quantum network simulator.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement swapping is a fundamental operation in quan-
tum networks that extends entanglement over long distances
by linking shorter entangled segments through intermediate
nodes (i.e., repeaters) [3], [8]. The efficiency of this process
depends heavily on the swapping policy, which determines the
rules in making swapping decisions along a path [7], [6].

Swapping approaches can be distinguished by the knowl-
edge required to make a swapping decision at a node [1].
With unheralded swapping, nodes locally perform swapping
without awaiting the outcomes of other nodes [13]. In this
policy, nodes carry out swapping operations independently
and in parallel once adjacent quantum links are available.
Although simple, unheralded swapping may result in lower
success probabilities and inefficient resource utilization due to
the lack of coordination among nodes. In contrast, heralded
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swapping instructs nodes to make swapping decisions based
on the outcomes of other nodes, giving rise to a swapping
order for the path in each end-to-end (E2E) entanglement
distribution. This improves the E2E entanglement rate and
fidelity, at the expense of increasing the amount of classical
signaling [11].

Heralded swapping policies can be categorized as either
static or dynamic. Static policies predefine the swapping
order before execution [18], ensuring predictable operation
but providing limited optimization to maximize throughput,
especially in heterogeneous networks where link capacities
and entanglement success rates vary. Dynamic policies, in
contrast, determine swapping decisions (thus, swapping order)
on a path basis and in real time based on the availability
of entanglement (e.g., along a path) [12]. By dynamically
adapting to network conditions, such policies can lead to
optimal swapping decisions but introduce additional signaling
overhead, latency, and coordination complexity.

A key challenge in optimizing entanglement swapping arises
from the heterogeneity of quantum networks, where quantum
channels can have different capacities and lengths, leading to
different entanglement generation success probabilities [14].
Unlike many existing works that assume unit-capacity quan-
tum channels or uniform entanglement success probabilities
along paths, we consider quantum channels with non-uniform
capacities greater than one, where multiple entanglements can
be stored and swapped. Additionally, we assume that swapping
at a node can be performed between any pair of locally held
qubits, allowing for more flexible swapping strategies.

In this work, we focus on static swapping policies and
propose heuristics for efficiently evaluating and comparing
different swapping orders. Specifically, to address the com-
putational challenges associated with computing the expected
throughput of a path with high link capacities, we intro-
duce an approximation technique that significantly reduces
complexity while maintaining high accuracy. Then to avoid
searching in an exponentially vast array of possible swapping
orders, we develop a greedy selection algorithm that assigns
a swapping score to each node, prioritizing swaps based on
expected entanglement throughput. Our approach is designed
to scale efficiently to paths with large capacities, making it
particularly suitable for heterogeneous quantum networks. We
also demonstrate an application of our approach in optimizing



not just swapping orders but also memory allocation for each
link in a path. Through extensive simulations, we demonstrate
that our heuristic achieves higher (and often the highest)
entanglement generation rates than conventional static policies
while maintaining efficient resource utilization.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We briefly
described related work in Section II. The problem formulation
is given in Section III, followed by our main results in
Section IV. Section V presents numerical results to illustrate
the usefulness of our approach. Finally, conclusions are given
in Section VI.

Notation: E[X] denotes the expected its value of a random
variable X. B and N denote Binomial and Normal distribu-
tions, respectively. We represent vectors using bold letters.

II. RELATED WORK

Swapping can be classified into two main categories:
memory-less and memory-based (or synchronous and asyn-
chronous protocols, respectively). In memory-less swapping,
entanglements along a path must be generated simultaneously,
requiring strict synchronization across routers. This approach
yields high fidelity but suffers from low generation rates due
to the need to restart the entire process upon any failure.

In contrast, memory-based swapping allows qubits to be
stored and swapped asynchronously, making the process more
resilient to failures, thereby increasing the overall throughput
and efficiency [6]. Several policies exist in this category:

e Sequential: Nodes perform swapping in a linear order,
e.g., left to right. While simple, this method incurs high wait
times and classical signaling due to its sequential nature [15].

e Doubling: Nodes swap following a binary tree structure.
This approach achieves logarithmic steps, optimizing the gen-
eration rate for homogeneous chains [4], [21].

e Farallel: All nodes perform swapping simultaneously in
a single step, but the process restarts if any entanglement or
swapping fails, leading to lower generation rates [7].

e Ad-hoc: Swapping is based on the local or quasi-local state
of the path, leading to dynamic order execution. Fully-local
policies, such as random swap-as-soon-as-possible (swap-
asap), where nodes execute swapping based only on locally
available entanglements, are commonly used [9], [13]. The
work in [11] proposes quasi-local policies, such as Strongest
Neighbor and Farthest Neighbor swap-asap, where nodes make
decisions using knowledge of their immediate neighbors, strik-
ing a balance between fully-local and global path knowledge.

e Heuristic: Swapping orders are optimized based on
throughput or latency using combinatorial algorithms includ-
ing dynamic programming and reinforcement learning (RL),
which adapt dynamically to link states [10], [15], [7], [12].

Most swapping policies need the routers to be in agreement
on a particular order to perform swapping along the path.
Since these orders are predefined or computed once, they
can be considered as static swapping policies. Ad-hoc and
certain heuristic policies can be seen as dynamic swapping,
where the swapping sequence is a stochastic process driven
by the randomness of entanglement availability and swapping.

Swapping instructions for an ad-hoc policy can be as simple as
satisfying certain local conditions, while RL-based swapping
policies as in [12] must rely on non-local instructions (e.g.,
from a central entity) because swapping actions in each step
depend on the current state of the whole path.

The main challenge in finding an optimal swapping order
is that it is inherently combinatoric in addition to the compu-
tational challenges associated with determining the expected
throughput, making exact computation impractical for long
paths. Existing works typically fix swapping policies or as-
sume static swapping times [18], [5], [17]. Some research
adopts different formulations, like expected generation latency
and uses dynamic programming for optimal swapping tree
selection [10], [12].

In this work, we develop efficient heuristics for evaluating
and comparing static swapping orders. We propose a greedy
algorithm and a practical method to quickly assess and select
good policies tailored to specific network constraints.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Entanglement Swapping on a Path

In this subsection, we describe a general quantum routing
model adapted from previous work in [17], [18], [6], [7], [1],
where time is loosely synchronized and slotted, and within
each time slot, there are two main phases, namely external
phase for generating elementary entanglements and internal
phase for establishing long-distance entanglements via quan-
tum swapping, which includes swapping time and all necessary
classical signaling latency. (We will demonstrate in Section V
below how our model can still be used in the asynchronous
and discrete-event cases.) We do not require these phases to
be non-overlapped, i.e., entanglement generation can continue
in the background as long as memory is available, but assume
that the duration of the internal phase is negligible compared
to that the external phase. Here, the assumption is that the
duration of a time slot is chosen appropriately depending on
physical hardware so that established entanglements can be
used within one time slot.! In this work, we focus on the main
idea and key elements of entanglement swapping in a path and
do not consider fidelity issue and purification; we leave them
for future work on entanglement routing in a general network.

a) Topology: Consider a path graph with the set of
nodes V = {0,1,...,n} and the set of edges & =
{(0,1),(1,2),...,(n — 1,n)}. Here, each node u € V is
a quantum node, equipped with a limited number of qubits
to create Bell pairs. All nodes are connected via a classical

IThe actual duration of a time slot is actually an important factor that
affects quantity/quality of entanglements since it is related to the entanglement
generation rates as well as coherence times of quantum memories. It is also
crucial for practical implementations of routing algorithms because near-
term quantum communication relies on heralded entanglement generation
that requires classical signaling between quantum nodes. For simplicity, we
assume in this section that the duration of a time slot is sufficient for
carrying out necessary operations of a routing algorithm before entanglements
decohere, including processing time of routing protocols, entanglement gen-
eration/swapping and signaling, and consumption by applications. We will
analyze the effect of coherence time in choosing an time slot for our model
in Section V below.



network. An edge (u,v) € & existing between two nodes u
and v means that they share one or more quantum channels
allowing for qubits transmission. We refer to the graph G
formed by the nodes and physical channels as the physical
topology of the quantum network.

b) Quantum Link: Since quantum channels are inher-
ently lossy, each attempt to create an entanglement via a
channel only succeeds with a certain probability. For a channel
over an edge (u,v), this probability is proportional to e~®Luv
where L., is the physical length of the channel and « is a
constant depending on the physical media (e.g., optical fiber,
free space). If an attempt succeeds, the two nodes u and v
share an elementary entanglement pair, i.e., there is a quantum
link between u and v. Let us denote by p,,, the overall success
probability of a quantum link, taking into account efficiencies
of entanglement sources and detectors, and the number of
attempts allowed in one phase within a time slot. Here, for
simplicity, we can assume that for each edge (u,v) € £ the
physical media is the same for all channels connecting » and
v, and thus the success probability p,., is the same for all
channels between v and v.

Each edge (u,v) € & is then characterized by a capac-
ity, denoted by c,,, representing the maximum number of
quantum links that can be established within a time slot. In
general, the capacity c,, can be different from the number of
physical channels, taking into account different multiplexing
modes (including time, space, and wavelength multiplexing)
and the limited numbers of qubits at « and v. The special case
with ¢, = 1 has been studied extensively in the literature. It
is important to note that, unlike many previous works [17],
[18], [7], we do not assume qubit-channel binding conditions
(i.e., each qubit is assigned to at most one channel and each
end node of a quantum channel is assigned at most one qubit).

Let E,, denote the number of elementary entanglements
generated on edge (u,v) (as the result of the external phase)
before swapping.” Clearly, E,, can be modeled as a random
variable (r.v.) following a Binomial distribution as follows:

Euv ~ B(CU'mpuv)

i.e., the probability of having exactly k£ entanglements on edge
(u,v) for k=0,1,...cyu in each time slot is given by

) = i, = 1) = (7)ot =m0

c) Swapping in a Path: A (quantum) path between two
nodes is simply a concatenation of contiguous edges with
positive capacities, where an end-to-end entanglement can be
established by creating quantum links on all the edges and
then performing entanglement swapping at the intermediate
nodes, i.e., the internal phase.

In particular, to combine two adjacent entanglements, say
(u,v) and (v,w), node v attempts swapping on its corre-
sponding local qubits which may succeed with a probabil-
ity ¢, resulting in an (u,w) entanglement. More generally,

2In fact, one should think of E,, as the entanglement generate rate since
it is defined according to a time slot.

suppose that node v has [ (u,v)-entanglements and r (v, w)-
entanglements. Then, assuming that swapping operations can
be performed between any pair of qubits in memories of a
node, node v can attempt at most min{l, 7} swaps to establish
multiple entanglements between u and w. As a result, by swap-
ping at all the intermediate nodes, elementary entanglements
are consumed to generate end-to-end entanglements. There
are different swapping policies resulting in different swapping
schemes as discussed in Section II. In this paper, we will focus
on the case of heralded swapping policies.

With slight abuse of notation, we define the capacity cg, of
a subpath from x to y as

min c¢;_1. 2)

Cpy —
Y <<y

We also let p;(z,y) and p;(y,z) denote the probabili-
ties of having exactly i (z,y)-entanglements and j (y,z)-
entanglements prior to swapping at node y, where 7 < ¢z, 7 <
Cyz,» and x, y and z need not be adjacent nodes. Conditioned
on i (x,y)-entanglements and j (y, z)-entanglements (and all
previous successful swaps), there are at most m = min{i, j}
possible swaps at node y, again assuming that swapping can
be performed between any pair of qubits in memory. Then

EmzlE;Enyyz ~ B(mln{E:cvayz};qy) (3)

Thus the conditional probability of having exactly k successful
(z, z) entanglements is simply

m

k

for k=0,1,...m = min{i, j}. As a result, the probability of
having exactly k (x, z)-entanglements py(x, z) after at most
¢y, Swapping attempts at node y can be computed as

A o min Z’-] min{i,j}—
ZZpi(%y)pj(y,Z)( i })Q’;(l—qy) {73 =k

i=k j=Fk
4)
for k = 1,...c,, and po(z,2) = 1 — > 1% pi(x, 2). This
allows us to find probabilities of long distance entanglements
pr(0,n) for any swapping sequence.

d) Path Throughput: As shown above, given a path with
certain link entanglement distributions and node swapping
probabilities, E2E entanglements can be established by swap-
ping at all intermediate nodes, the results of which depend on
how swapping operations are carried out.

Let O be a swapping order and p{ (0,7n) denote the corre-
sponding probability of having exactly k end-to-end entangle-
ment. Then the expected number of end-to-end entanglements
E[Eo,] in one time slot after swapping at all nodes is
computed as follows

Pr(El’Z = k|Emy = Z‘7‘Eyz = ]) = ( )qﬁ(l - qv)m_}IC (4)

co,n

ENT(0) := Yk x pf(0,n), 6)
k=1

where cg ,, is also known as the (minimum) width of the path.
Here we have to assume that the age of E2E entanglements
after both (external and internal) phases is strictly within the



coherence time of memory, denoted by Tconhere- As a result,
ENT will be proportional to the path throughput (measured in
the number of delivered E2E entanglements per second) and
will be used as our metric below. We conclude this subsection
with an example demonstrating how orders affect throughput.

Example 1: Consider a network with 5 nodes in Fig. 1 with

elementary entanglement success rates p; ;41 = 0.2,Vi =
0,...,3, swapping success rates q; = 0.5 for j = 1,2,3,
and the link capacities are cp; = 100,c12 = 200,c03 =
300 and c3y = 400. We have ENT([3,2,1]) = 7.16 is

the highest throughput. Other orders are ENT([1,3,2])
ENT([3,1,2]) = 5, ENT([2,3,1]) = 4.97, ENT([2,1, 3])
4.42, and ENT([1,2,3]) = 2.5.

0 1 2 3 4

Fig. 1: Example of a path with 5 nodes

B. Problem Statement

We are interested in the following problem:

Optimal Swapping Order: For a given path of quantum
nodes V = {0,1,...,n} with associated link capacity and
elementary success probability {(c;—1,;,pi—1,:)}—, and node
swapping probability {q;)}'=', find a swapping order that
maximizes the path throughput.

Let us remark on the main challenges in dealing with this
problem. First of all, it is the combinatoric nature of decisions,
namely the swapping order, which has no counterpart in
classical routing and forwarding. Specifically, in the case of
heralded swapping, the number of possible swapping orders
for a path scales exponentially with the number of routers.
Second, as shown in (1)-(6), the expected throughput of a
path is rather complicated, involving the characteristics of each
node and every edge on the path as well as the swapping
policy employed for the path. As a result, comparing two paths
becomes nontrivial, especially when they have different link
capacities, different lengths and different swapping policies,
unless computation for the whole path is finished. How-
ever, computation complexity of the throughput in heralded
swapping actually grows at a polynomial rate relative to the
maximum width the path. As a result, solving the above
problem exactly becomes impractical for a long path with
high capacity. Most existing works often consider either a
fixed swapping policy or order (e.g., [18], [5], [17]), or assume
swapping time stays the same for all orders [7]. [10] considers
a single-link setting and a different formulation using expected
generation latency as their primary metric.

Here we focus on developing heuristic methods for static
swapping. Our aim is to cope with practical issues raised
above. Specifically, we provide efficient heuristics for scoring
a swapping order, based on which we develop simple greedy
algorithm for finding a good swapping policy.

Algorithm 1: ENT: Entanglement Throughput

Path: P = {0,...,n}, link capacity and prob.
(Ca,o+1; Pz,z+1), Swapping prob. g, swapping order O

1 D+ {p(m,erl)}:;; using (1) # distributions
2 for s € O do

3 st max{z € P:z < s} # predecessor

4 s« min{zr € P:x>s} # successor

5 Ss,p(s',s™) SWAP(p(sl,s),p(s,sT),qs)

6 P+ P\ {s}

7 | DD\ {p(s',s),p(s,s")} U{p(s',s")}

8 return: S,

SWAP(p1, P2, q):
9 C1 < len(p1), C2 < len(p2)
10 C < min{C1,C2}, p+ O¢
u fork=1,...C do
12 fori=k,...,Cq do
13 s+ 0
14 for j =Fk,...,C2 do
15 m <— min{j, ¢}
16 L s s+poyx (M) (1—qmF
17 Pk < Pk +P1i X 8

18 S < > kX pr
19 return: (S, p)

IV. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we first show how to estimate the path
throughput efficiently and then provide a simple heuristic to
deal with the number of possible swapping orders.

A. Evaluating Path Throughput

Algorithm 1 shows detailed steps for evaluating the expected
number entanglements for any given swapping order. Let us
now comment on the complexity of this algorithm. First, to
optimize runtime, we can pre-compute and cache frequently
used quantities, including Pf,i+1’ (1 —piir1)k, g, (1—q)F,
and binomial coefficients (“*') for all k =1...,¢; ;41 and
i =0,...,n — 1. This step requires O(C?) space and time
with C = max{ci,iﬂ}?:_ol. Given this, line 1 of Algorithm 1
using (1) only takes O(nC') but the most time-consuming of
the algorithm is in the SWAP function, where each iteration of
the inner-most loop performs O(1) operations and the nested
loops take either C2Cy or C1C% iterations. Thus, the worst-
case complexity of this algorithm is O(nC?), which clearly
does not scale well with capacity C. In the following, we
introduce two approximations to deal with this complexity.

1) Approximating Distribution Tails: Note that the capacity
Cgy of link (z,y) (both physical and virtual) is the support of
the probability mass function of the entanglement distribution
on this link. Although ¢, can be large, but py(z,y) can
actually be very small as k increases to c,. This is the case
for physical links when the success probabilities of elementary
link entanglements p, ;.1 are small. Additionally, swapping
with a small success rate g, between E, and E,. reduces
pr(z, z) further compared to pg(z,y) and pg(y, z) for large
k. This suggests that if p := max, pg .41 is small, we can



Algorithm 2: Approximating Distribution Tail

Algorithm 3: Swapping Normal Distributions

Approx(p, e):

1t+0, pc<0

2 for k=0,...,len(p) — 1 do
3 t<—t+ pr

4 if t <1 — ¢ then

5 ﬁe,kgpk‘Fl*t

6 Lbreak

7 De,k < Pk
8 return: p.

improve the complexity significantly by reducing the support
of any distribution up to a certain approximation error. One
simple approach is to approximate the tail of each distribution
function to an € error as shown in Algorithm 2.

Note that Algorithm 2 runs at most linearly with the input
size. Moreover, if X ~ B(C,p), then for K = O(Cp),
Hoeffding’s inequality yields the simple tail bound Pr(X >
K) < exp(—QC(% — p)?).3 Thus, by replacing all distribu-
tions in Algorithm 1 with their approximations, the worst-
case complexity reduces to O(nK?) = O(np3C?) instead of
O(nC3) as before.

2) Approximating Distributions: We now consider the case
where C' is large and the success probabilities of elementary
link entanglements p,, 11 are not so small that the complexity
order of (Cp)® can still be quite significant for the SWAP
function in Algorithm 1. In this case, we introduce another
approximation based on the following ideas:

o For a large C, a Binomial distribution 5(C,p) can be
reasonably approximated by a normal distribution, i.e.,

B(C,p) = N (Cp,Cp(1 —p)) (7)

when, e.g., the 3-standard-deviation condition holds,
namely, C' > 9max{1%p, g

o If min{E,,, E,.} can be approximated by a binomially
distributed r.v., then so is .

o Assuming that g, is not too small (which is practical
as ¢ = 0.5 can be achieved with linear optics) and the
number of repeaters is not too large, we expect to have
reasonable approximations even after all the swapping.

The above facts allow us to approximately switch between
Binomial and Normal distributions and leverage the following
result [16] on the exact moments of the minimum of two
normal distributions.

Lemma 1. Let (X1, X2) be a bivariate Gaussian RV with
means (1, ), variances (o3, 03), and correlation coefficient
p. Define 0 = \/03 + 02 — 2po109 and § = L2711 Let Y =
min{Xl, XQ} Then

EY] = 1 ®(6) + p2®(—0) — 0¢(6) 8
E[Y?] = (0 + p3)®(6) + (05 + u3)P(—F)
— (p1 + p2)06(9), )

3E.g., if C =103, p = 0.05, K = 2.5Cyp, this bound is 1.3 x 1072.

SWAP-N((p1,0%), (2, 03),q):

(1y,0%) + (8)-(9) using (p1,07), (p2,0%)
(Cy,py) + N2B(uy,0%)

(1, 0%) = B2N(Cy, g X py)

return: (u, o?)

BW N -

B2N(C, p):
5 (1,0%) < (Cp,Cp(1 — p))
6 return: (u,o>)

N2B(u, 0?):
7 (C,p) + (round(uf—;), 1-— "72)
8 return: (C,p)

where ¢(-) and ®(-) are, respectively, the pdf and cdf of the
standard normal distribution.

As a result, we propose to use normal distributions for
approximating swapping outcomes as shown in Fig. 2, where
the first, third and forth approximations are based on (7).
The second approximation can work well if the two normal
distributions are independent and do not have much overlap
or when they have similar means and variances [16]. A
significant benefit of these approximations is that instead
of keeping track of all the distributions with possibly large
supports (the same order as capacities), it is sufficient to just
use the means and variances to characterize these normal
distributions and perform calculations on these parameters.
Detailed implementations are given in Algorithm 3, which
takes only O(1) operations.

B(Cy,p1) B(C2,p2)

Approx: ~N(uy,af)  ~N(uy,0f)
Find: Y =min(Xy, X,)  ly, of
Approx: ~N(uy, 0¢)
Approx: ~B(Cy,py)
Swap: B(Cy,py) Py =qpy
Approx: ~N(Cypy, Cpy(1 — py))

Fig. 2: Using normal distributions for approximating entanglement
distribution and s-score. The mean and variance of Y, denoted by
wy and o3, are computed using (8)—(9) and (Cy,py) denote the
parameters of approximated binomial distribution computed from (7).
As a result, s-score of node v can be approximated by Cy p%-, which
is computed in O(1) time and space.

If we approximate all binomial distributions in Algorithm 1
by normal distributions (using B2N(¢y 541, Pz,o+1)) and re-
place SWAP with SWAP-N in Algorithm 3, we do not even
need to pre-compute all power terms and binomial coefficients



as done before and the total complexity is just O(n), which is a
significant reduction from O(nC?) and O(np3C?). Of course,
this advantage is not free as there are multiple approximation
steps that only work well for certain ranges of C' and p, such
as the 3-standard-deviation conditions for (7). As a result, in
our implementation, whenever such conditions are violated,
we know that C'p is not large, we will switch back to using
SWAP with distribution tail approximations. In this way, we
can still keep the overall runtime as O(n).

B. Optimal Swapping Orders

As we demonstrated above, for each swapping order, the
corresponding expected throughput can be computed or ap-
proximated efficiently. This means that if the total number of
orders is not large, we can indeed find an optimal order by a
brute force search that can benefit significantly from parallel
computing.

Note that given a path of n + 1 nodes and n links, it has
been shown [6], [7] that successive applications of swapping
can be represented in terms of a full binary tree with leaves
being quantum links and nodes being the quantum routers
and the total number of trees is known as a Catalan number
T,-1 = 1,2,5,14,42,132,429,1430,4862,... for n > 2
[19], [22]. Clearly, for small n, T,, remains relatively small;
for example, we have 42 orders for n = 6, which we believe
to be manageable for small scale networks. However, as n
increases, T, increases exponentially, scaling asymptotically
as 4" /n'-5. In such cases, finding an optimal order using an
exhaustive search is impractical, which calls for an efficient
heuristic algorithm instead.

C. Heuristic Swapping Algorithms

We first define a scoring metric for nodes in path and then
show how to use it to develop greedy heuristics.

1) Swapping Score: For any three nodes (x,y, z) that need
not be adjacent neighbors, let us define a swapping score,
or s-score, for node y as the expected number of (z,z)
entanglements after swapping at node vy, i.e.,

Sy =E[E.] =Y kxpi(z,2), (10)
k

where pi(x, z) is given by (5). Here, it is important to note
the following. First, the swapping score of node y depends
on the left and right entanglements F,, and E,,, which are
random variables and depend on the swapping order of the
path. Second, as we demonstrated in the previous subsection,
computing the score S, can be done efficiently using SWAP
with distribution tail approximations or SWAP-N using normal
approximations. Third, the s-score of the last node in any
swapping order O is also the expected throughput ENT(O)
given in (6). Because of this, we will also refer to ENT(QO)
as the s-score of swapping order O.

2) Greedy Swapping: Having defined swapping scores for
nodes in a path, we propose a simple greedy strategy for
choosing a swapping order, namely, swap with highest s-
score first. Here, the idea is to greedily select a node in the

Algorithm 4: GreedySwap
Path: P = {0,...,n}, link capacity and prob.
(Ca,w+15 Pw,z+1), SWapping prob. g,

1 00
2 D+ {p(m,erl)}z;; using (1)
sforx=1,...,n—1do

4 | Se,p(z—1,2+1) « swap(p(z—1,z), p(z, 5+1),qx)
sfort=1,...,n—1do

6 s« argmax {S, 1z € P\ {0,n}}

7 O+ O0U{s}

8 st « max{z € Pz < s}

9 s" < min{r € P:x > s}

10 P+ P\ {s}

| D D\{p(s',s),p(s,;s)} U{p(s', ")}

12 if s' > 0 then

13 s max{z € P:x < s'}

14 S, p(s",s") « swap(p(s’, s'), p(s', s"), q.)
15 if s” < n then

16 s min{fr eP:x>s"}

17 L Ser,p(s”,s™") < swap (p(s', "), p(s', ™), qs7)

18 return: order O, s-score S,

path where its swaps result in highest expected number of
entanglements, and then, once swapped, update the path and
continue with this strategy.

We implement this greedy heuristic, which we call
GreedySwap, in Algorithm 4 below. Specifically, starting
with the initial path P, we (i) compute the s-scores of all
the nodes (lines 2-4), (ii) find one node s with the highest
score to swap (lines 5-7), identify its left and right neighbors
in P (lines 8-9), remove it from the path (line 10), (iii) find
the entanglement distribution of the new logical link (s, s™),
update entanglement distributions of the modified path and
then go back to step (i) until there is no more node left to swap.
Note that after swapping at node s, only s-scores of its left and
right neighbors (s, s™) according to the swapping order need
to be updated; these neighbors can be different from immediate
neighbors in the physical topology. We employ this fact in
updating entanglement distributions of the path (lines 12-17).
Thus, compared to Algorithm 1 which takes (n — 1) SWAP
calls, GreedySwap incurs no more than 3(n — 1) calls. As a
result, both algorithms have similar runtime complexity, i.e.,
GreedySwap enjoys all efficient approximations developed
in section IV-A.

Note that being a greedy heuristic, Algorithm 4 can some-
times provide suboptimal orders instead. We leave a rigorous
analysis for future work, but provide here a simple example
showing when it can or cannot find an optimal order.

Example 2: Consider again the network with 5 nodes in
Fig. 1 with elementary entanglement success rates p; ;41 =
0.2,Vi =0, ...,3 and swapping success rates ¢; = 0.5 for j =
1,2, 3. If the link capacities are cg; = 100, c12 = 200, co3 =
300 and c34 = 400, the GreedySwap correctly finds the
optimal order, which is [3,2, 1] with an s-score of 7.16. Now
if instead, the capacities are cp; = 100, c1o = 101, co3 = 101



Algorithm 5: VoraSwap
Path: P = {0,...,n}, link capacity and prob.
(Cz 41, Pz,z+1), SWapping prob. g
1 Ogrd, Sgra < GreedySwap
2 Opq + BalancedTree(P)
3 Spar  ENT(Opat)
4 return: (Ogrd, Sg'rd) if Sgrd > Spar else (Ovai, Sbal)

and cs4 = 100, then GreedySwap will pick node 2 first and
yield the order [2,1,3] with an s-score of 2.24 whereas the
balanced tree gives the highest score of ENT([1, 3,2]) = 3.72
and sequential orders achieves the lowest: ENT([1,2,3]) =
ENT([3,2,1]) = 2.23.

Our observation is that if the path is very heterogeneous,
GreedySwap can often find a good (even optimal) swapping
order. It might be less effective for paths that are close to
homogeneous, where we know a balanced tree will likely to
perform well. Based on this, we propose a simple heuristic
combining these two cases, which we call voracious swapping
or VoraSwap as shown in Algorithm 5, where the s-score of
GreedySwap is compared against that of a balanced tree.
This algorithm has the same complexity as GreedySwap.

D. Optimal Resource Allocation

In this subsection, we present an interesting application of
our model and algorithms developed above, namely optimal
allocation of path capacity.

We assume that each node ¢ in the path has a finite memory,
denoted by @Q;. To generate elementary link entanglements,
two adjacent nodes ¢ and ¢+ 1 must allocate the same number
of memories, denoted by m;, which satisfies

1 <my < min{Q;, Qit1}-

Clearly, the capacity c; ;41 is an increasing function of m;,
which could be nonlinear depending on quantum and classical
channel frequencies, rate count and resolution of detectors,
efficiency of memory management among other factors. Note
that when these frequencies and resolutions are high enough
and the number of memory is not too large, then it is
reasonable to approximate this relation by a linear function.
We will validate this point later in the simulation section
below. We are interested in the following problem:

Link memory allocation: Given memory capacities of the
nodes in the path, how to allocate them to each link to
maximize the path throughput.

This problem is related to our main problem Optimal
Swapping Order above because, when link capacities change,
the optimal swapping order is likely to change. Mathemati-
cally, we want to solve the following integer optimization:

ma(%( ENT(m, O) (11
st. m;€{1,2,...,Q;}, i=0,...,n (12)
mi_1+m; <Q;, i=1,...,n—1. (13)

Clearly, solving this problem exactly is even harder than
finding an optimal swapping order because of an additional

layer of hardness in the integer-constraints of the memory
allocations. We leave finding an efficient algorithm for solving
this problem as future work but note here a heuristic that
is amenable to scenarios where nodes have small memory
capacity. Specifically, as the s-score as well as throughput is
increasing in the capacity of the links, an optimal memory
allocation will be at an extreme point of the constraint set. As
a result, we can apply our greedy swapping heuristic at all the
extreme points and find one with highest swapping score.

V. SIMULATION AND EVALUATION

In this section, we will evaluate our algorithms using an
open-source simulator called SeQUeNCe [23], a discrete-event
simulator of quantum networks. The general simulation setup
is given in subsection V-A. We will discuss the applicability of
our model in subsection V-B through a detailed simulation of
a simple path with three nodes. We will then consider a longer
path with 6 nodes in subsection V-C. Finally, subsection V-D
presents further simulation results for paths with different
number of nodes and varying distances between them.

A. Setup

We use the following parameters as default unless specified
otherwise. Each node has a quantum memory capacity between
2 and 6. Quantum memories have efficiency of 0.95 and
frequency of 1 kHz. We will vary the coherence time between
2 ms, 5 ms, 10 ms, 20 ms and up to 100 ms in some cases.
Quantum channels are fibers with a peak frequency of 50
MHz and an attenuation rate of 0.2 dB/km. The speed of light
in fiber is ¢g = 2 x 10° km/s. We assume photon detectors
have a count rate of 60 MHz with 100 ps time-resolution
and 0.95 efficiency. The success rate of swapping is 0.5 for
every node. Finally, in each experiment in SeQUeNCe, the
simulation duration is set to last 9 seconds or until 1000 E2E
entanglements is reached.

B. Applicability of Our Model

Although SeQUeNCe is a discrete-event simulator and it
does not rely on the notion of a time-slot, our modeling ap-
proach can still offer a reasonable approximation for studying
swapping orders and path throughput because of the following.
First, for elementary entanglement generation, SeQUeNCe
uses Barrett-Kok protocol [2] with time-division multiplexing
[20] to support multiple attempts “simultaneously” and con-
tinuously as long as there are available memory. Given that
each memory-pair will require a lot of attempts to generate an
entanglement, the heralding signal latency will be relatively
small compared to the duration of entanglement generation
phase. This is similar to our assumption regarding the external
phase for continuous entanglement generation and internal
phase for swapping and signaling. Second, in SeQUeNCe
implementations, entanglement swapping happens whenever
two entanglements are available and satisfy swapping rules
and conditions, reducing the wait time of entangled qubits
in the memory. Our swapping model can also approximate
this mechanism because to perform swaps in (3), any pair of
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Fig. 4: Link evaluation with varying number of assigned memory
pairs. Left: number of attempts per second; Middle: number of
entanglements per second; Right: fraction of successful attempts.

entangled qubits in memory can be used, which means that,
in terms of throughput, the order of these swaps at a node in a
time slot should not matter. We will demonstrate this through
a detailed experiment with a three-node path with distances:
L; =32 km and Ly = 18 km shown in Fig. 3.

1) Estimating Link Capacity: We first evaluate each link
separately in isolation by assigning M = 1,...,5 memory
pairs for each link and running 1000 experiments in each case
with the simulation duration set to 1 second. Fig. 4 shows the
number of attempts per second (A;), the number of generated
entanglements per second (E;) and the success rate (r;) from
these experiments.

As we can see, given a sufficiently large count rate of
detector and frequency of quantum channels, the attempt rate
and entanglement rate increase linearly with the number of
memory pairs assigned to each link. Second, the shorter link
not only has a higher attempt rate but also has a much higher
success rate. Third, although each attempt of the Barrett-Kok
protocol can take either 3 or 4 times the link latency [2],
[23], we can still reasonably approximate the entanglement
rate as a Binomial random variable with the attempt rate and
success rate as its parameters. Fig. 5 shows the histogram of
entanglement rates and the probability mass function of the
approximated Binomial variables.

2) Estimating Swapping Throughput: We now consider
swapping of the two entanglement distributions when putting
two links together. Let us first consider the case with M =1
memory pair assigned to each link. To select a time slot for
our model, consider the following approximations. Let T; be
the random variable representing the time each link takes
to generate one new entanglement (after a swap). Clearly,
a swap is only possible if there are entanglements on both
links and they must be created not more than a certain time
apart. Let T¢yt0 denote this cutoff time, which depends on the
coherence time of memory, the delay in heralding swapping
results to the end nodes T,er = max{L;}/cy and the delay in

Histogram of entanglement rate
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Fig. 5: Histogram of entanglement rates (over 1000 runs) and the
probability mass functions of the approximated Binomial random
variables when 1 pair of memory is assigned to each link.

consuming the end-to-end entanglement by applications Ty,
if succeeded, i.e., Ttutoff := Tcohere — Ther — Tapp- HeEre, in
this example, we assume that T,er + Tapp <K Tcohere SO that
Teutoff = Tcohere- Note that if Tiopere is sufficiently large
compared to 7T;, then one entanglement once established can
just wait for the other to become available to swap, which
takes Tho := max{T},72}. On the other hand, when T¢ohere
is small in relation to 77jo, then 7.0 Will be small, so one
entanglement is likely to decohere and must be restarted (pos-
sibly multiple times) before the other one become available.
Based on this, we propose to select a time slot as

Ty = min {]E[THL Tcutoff}-

Since the entanglement rate E; of link ¢ is well approximated
by a Binomial random variable as shown above, we can
approximate 7; by an exponentially distributed variable with
rate ]E[lEi] and find

1 1 1

E[E)] | BB, BB + BB

Once T is selected, we can find capacity of each link i
as C; = round(E[A;] x Ts) and the success probability
of each attempt as p; = E[r;] and then proceed with our
Algorithm 1 to find s-score S; of node 1. Note that
since our model only accepts C; as an integer, a rounding
step is needed, which might cause non-negligible additional
approximation errors when C; is small. Finally, the estimated
throughput (in E2E entanglements per second) will be ENT =
S1/(Ts + Ther + Tapp) = S1/Ts assuming Ther + Tapp <K Ts.

Fig. 6 below demonstrates that the estimated throughput
using our model matches rather well with the simulation
results (mostly within 1-standard-deviation over 1000 runs) for
different values of the coherence time T ohere, ranging from 2
ms to 100 ms. As expected, the throughput does not change
much for large coherence times but reduces significantly as
Teonere becomes small.

3) Link Memory Allocation: Next, consider the case where
each node in the path has a fixed number of memories ); = 6
so that each link can be assigned more than a single memory
pair. As we showed in Fig. 4 above, assigning more memory

E[Tlg] ~
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Fig. 6: Comparison of estimated throughput using our model with
simulation results (over 1000 runs) for different values of the coher-
ence time Tconere. Here, M = 1 memory pair assigned to each link.

pair to each link will increase its entanglement generation
rate linearly. Since the two links are quite different, it is
more beneficial to assign more memory to the longer link.
We are interested in finding which allocation profile will give
the highest throughput. Fig. 7 shows the estimated throughput
using our model and the simulation results (over 1000 runs)
for different values of the coherence time T .opere and different
memory allocation m = [mq, m2]. We note the following:

o Compared to the case with m = [1, 1] shown in Fig. 6,
by increasing the memory assignment, the throughput not
only increases significantly but also is more stable across
different values of coherence time. This is mainly because
higher entanglement rates on either link reduce the wait
time of entangled qubits in memory, thereby tolerating a
lower cutoff time while increasing the throughput.

« Since entanglement rate of L; is much lower (more than
3 times) than that of Ly when m = [1, 1], the throughput
is largely affected by L;. This will roughly hold the same
for any allocation of memory m = [my, mg] with m; <
mse, which explains the linear part of the plots in Fig. 7.
As more capacity is shifted from L, to L, the difference
in the rates of both links reduces and the allocation m =
[4, 2] actually achieves the highest throughput.

e Most importantly, our model consistently and efficiently
predicts well the throughput of the path for differently co-
herence times and memory allocations and thus correctly
identifies the optimal resource allocation. This proves the
validity and applicability of our model.
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Fig. 7: Comparison of the estimated throughput using our model with
the simulation results (averaged over 1000 runs) for different values
of the coherence time Tonere and different memory allocation m.
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Fig. 8: Path with 6 nodes in the DC metro area.

C. Example of a 6-Node Path

Consider a longer path with 6 nodes with their distances
shown in Fig. 8 below. Suppose that each node has a memory
capacity of @); = 6. We are interested in finding the maximum
end-to-end entanglement throughput that this path can support.

We will compare our approach with the following swapping
orders: baln = [1,3,2,4], bal2 = [4,2,3,1], L2R =
[1,2,3,4] and R2L = [4,3,2,1]. Here baln and bal2 are
two doubling orders (a.k.a., balanced trees) whereas L2R and
R2L are sequential orders. Additionally, we also implemented
the swap-asap policy, denoted by asap, which does not have a
fixed order as entanglements are swapped as soon as possible.
For our model, we simply take Ts = Tconere — Tyttt Where
Tetg = 2 L;” is the round trip time approximating the heralding
delay. The order found by our algorithm is denoted by vora.

Fig. 9 shows the throughput of different swapping orders
with two different link memory allocations when varying the
coherence time. In all cases, our heuristic algorithm outputs
vora = [4,1,3,2], which is also the optimal order, and
optimal memory allocation m = [4,2, 4,2, 4]. The blue dash-
line is the estimated rate from our model, which follows
reasonably well with simulation results of vora, confirming
the effectiveness of our approach. Finally, we note that our
algorithms are very efficient, e.g., on a machine with Intel(R)
Core(TM) i9-3.20 GHz, for Teohere = 20 ms, GreedySwap
takes about 200 ms to find a score of 59.72, GreedySwap
using tail distribution approximations with ¢ = 10~° takes 13
ms to find a score of 59.72, whereas with normal distribution
approximations, it estimates a score of 58.69 in only 2 ms.

Mem. Alloc: [3, 3, 3, 3, 3] Mem. Alloc: [4, 2, 4, 2, 4]
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Fig. 9: Throughput of different swapping policies when varying
coherence time in two memory allocations. The dash blue line shows
our model’s estimates while other lines are the average of 100 runs.

D. Further Experiments

In this subsection, we present further evaluations of our
approach against the following policies: baln, L2R, and
asap. We fix the end-to-end distance of the path at 150 km,
but vary the number of repeaters to be 3,4, 5 and consider the
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Fig. 11: Comparison of the number of expired memories per entanglement across different network sizes: 3, 4, and 5 routers.

distances among them allocated according to the following
scenarios: (i) Uniform: all quantum channels have the same
length; (ii) Increasing: linearly so that link (é,7 4 1) distance
is (2¢+1)dg for i = 0,...,n, where the normalizing constant
dy is also the length of link (0, 1); (iil) Decreasing: the reverse
of Increasing; and (iv) Mid-bottleneck: all channels have the
same length except for the middle channel(s), which is (are)
1.2 times longer than others. In all cases, we assign 25 memory
pairs for each link and set Tiohere = 10 ms. Due to a large
number of settings, we repeat each case 30 times and in each
experiment, the simulation duration is set to last 20 seconds or
until 200 E2E entanglements is reached. We report in Fig. 10
the throughput of the considered swapping policies and in
Fig. 11 their resource efficiency in terms of the number of
expired memories per E2E entanglement generated.

We have the following observations. First, vora overall
outperforms other policies in both throughput and memory
efficiency; in some cases, vora coincides with either L2R (3-
router with increasing distances) or baln (3-router with Mid-
bottleneck or uniform distances) as they are optimal orders.
Second, L2R only performs well with increasing distances,
which is to be expected as it can utilize entanglements
better compared to other distance allocations — obviously, it
performs the worst with decreasing distances. Third, baln
generally performs reasonably well under symmetric distance
distributions (Uniform and Mid_bottleneck), particularly for
the 3-router case where the swapping tree is perfectly bal-
anced. However, in cases with 4 and 5 routers, vora gives
better orders. Fourth, asap performs fairly consistent across
different distance distributions; it works best in the Uniform

case. Generally, asap is better than L2R (except for case with
increasing distances) but worse than baln and vora, espe-
cially when the number of routers increases. Its greedy and
locally-driven swapping behavior results in such inefficiency.

These findings emphasize the impact of both the network
topology and the structure of the swapping strategy on overall
performance, showcasing the effectiveness of our approach in
finding optimal swapping orders.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we considered the problem of finding optimal
swapping orders in a heterogeneous path of quantum repeaters
so as to maximize the end-to-end entanglement throughput.
As the complexity of determining path throughput grows at
a cubic rate relative to the link capacities and the number
of swapping orders scales exponentially with the number of
repeaters, we develop efficient heuristics for finding a good
swapping order that run only linear in the path length. We
demonstrated the flexibility and applicability of our model as
well as the effectiveness of our heuristics through simulations
in a discrete-event quantum network simulator. Our future
work will focus on incorporating fidelity constraints and
purification steps in finding swapping orders in a path and
multi-path. Using our model and heuristics for entanglement
routing in more general network topologies with multiple users
will also be important next steps.
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