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Abstract
Facilitating the ability to achieve logical qubit error rates be-
low physical qubit error rates, error correction is anticipated
to play an important role in scaling quantum computers.
While many algorithms require millions of physical qubits to
be executed with error correction, current superconducting
qubit systems are only on the order of hundreds of physical
qubits. One of themost promising codes on the superconduct-
ing qubit platform is the surface code, requiring a realistically
attainable error threshold and the ability to perform univer-
sal fault-tolerant quantum computing with local operations
via lattice surgery and magic state injection. Surface code
architectures easily generalize to single-chip planar layouts
due to their localized operations, however space and control
hardware constraints point to limits on the number of qubits
that can fit on one chip. Additionally, the planar routing on
single-chip architectures leads to serialization of otherwise
commuting gates and strain on classical decoding caused by
large ancilla patches.

A distributed multi-chip architecture utilizing the surface
code can potentially solve these problems if one can over-
come challenges in optimizing inter-chip gates, managing
collisions in networking between chips, andminimizing rout-
ing hardware costs. We propose QuIRC, a superconducting
Quantum Interface Routing Card for Lattice Surgery between
surface code modules inside of a single dilution refrigerator.
QuIRC improves scaling by allowing connection of many
modules, increases ancilla connectivity of surface code lat-
tices, and offers improved transpilation of Pauli-based sur-
face code circuits. QuIRC employs in-situ Entangled Pair

∗cguinn@princeton.edu; samuel.stein@pnnl.gov. These authors con-
tributed equally to this research.

(EP) generation protocols for communication. We explore
potential topological layouts of QuIRC based on supercon-
ducting hardware fabrication constraints, and demonstrate
reductions in ancilla patch size by up to 77.8%, and in layer
transpilation size by 51.9% when compared to the single-chip
case.

QuIRC will be fully open-sourced and released on GitHub.

1 Introduction
Quantum Computing continues to dominate headlines as
a potentially revolutionizing technology [41]. However, for
quantum computers to provide real advantage, one must
surmount the overwhelming challenge of noise in quantum
systems. Currently, all the leading hardware platforms such
as neutral atom [63], trapped ion [5], and superconducting
quantum computers [30], suffer from consequential levels
of noise. For the planar superconducting qubit platform, the
focus of this work, improvements on hardware continue to
be made. Qubits are becoming increasingly coherent [48, 59]
and gates are becoming faster [51, 55], however the largest
quantum processors today have fewer than 1000 qubits [30].

Challenges in scaling superconducting quantum hardware
include the trade-off between qubit size and coherence [58],
the routing of sufficient numbers of control lines to a pla-
nar chip [33], chip packaging constraints [18, 29], and chip
yield statistics [54]. In addition, large-scale error correction
is necessary in the development of fault-tolerant quantum
computing (FTQC) as there is currently no clear pathway
for physical qubits to reach noise levels low enough to im-
plement large-scale quantum algorithms.
Quantum Error Correction (QEC) is a technique for sup-

pressing errors in quantum systems by encoding many noisy
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Figure 1. Pauli-based computations can be transpiled to
single-chip or QuIRC surface code architectures. With
QuIRC, the routing module increases connectivity of ancilla
patches connected to logical data qubits, reducing collision
in gate schedule and ancilla patch size. We find reductions
in transpiled layer count by up to 46.8% and average ancilla
patch size by up to 72.2% compared to the single-chip archi-
tecture.

physical qubits into a smaller number of less noisy logi-
cal qubits [49], transforming a qubit fidelity problem into a
qubit scaling problem. While there has been great progress
in reducing resource requirements at the algorithm level
[6, 25, 42], current resource estimations for implementing
error corrected fault-tolerant quantum algorithms point to-
wards requiring potentially millions of physical qubits [64].

One of the most promising error correcting codes on the
superconducting platform is the surface code [16, 32]. The
surface code is a Calderbank-Shor-Steane code with realistic
thresholds for superconducting hardware, and requires only
local operations. FTQC can be performed with local opera-
tions via lattice surgery [28]. Scaled single-chip surface code
architectures have been proposed [15, 39], but the physical
qubit numbers required on a single chip is daunting and
improving time-efficiency demands adding additional logical

ancilla qubits [39]. Additionally, the classical decoders’ time
complexity also scales with patch size [26, 62]. Minimizing
ancilla patch size is therefore extremely important.
One pathway to alleviate some of these constraints is

through distributed quantum computing (DQC), where a
quantum computer is made up of distinct nodes that share
quantum communication channels. Chips are able to host
fewer qubits, trading off higher quality qubits for lower fi-
delity communication between nodes. DQC architectures
rely on shared entanglement that can come in the form of
sharing entangled optical photons [53], microwave connec-
tions [43], and mixed schemes that utilize microwave to
optical conversion [1]. This paper specifically addresses the
ideas of DQC on the planar superconducting qubit platform
hosting surface code patches [39], and where multi-qubit
operations are performed via lattice surgery. Recent techno-
logical improvements have demonstrated the feasibility of
long-range microwave connections capable of performing
high fidelity SWAP operations over ranges of order 1 meter
inside of one dilution refrigerator [3, 9, 10, 34, 36, 43, 65]
and longer links between refrigerators [40]. Utilizing these
types of connections to share entanglement enables the de-
parture of superconducting devices from single-chip, homo-
geneous "seas of qubits". While the communication channels
are expected to be noisier than qubit level noise, recent work
demonstrated that fault tolerance can be achieved with seam
error rates of 10× greater than bulk error rates [52].

We propose a superconducting Quantum Interface Router
Card (QuIRC) architecture that enables efficient lattice surgery
operations between distributed surface code patches. QuIRC
aims to pave a road to scaled surface code architectures by
reducing the need for single-chip architectures. It aims to
also improve upon the space time trade-off for computation
in square lattice surface code architectures by increasing the
connectivity between surface code patches via the routing
card. We further develop a noise model to compute the ef-
fects of different routing card topologies on surface code
performance. In doing so, this paper contributes:

• QuIRC, a routingmodule for distributed lattice surgery
over surface codes, improving scalability by patch size
reduction and reduced transpilation overhead.
• A software framework for analyzing collisions in gate
schedules and EP generation schedules, propagating
architecture level performance metrics to algorithm
level performance metrics.
• A reduction in average ancilla length for lattice surgery

by up to 77.8%, and a reduction in average transpiled
layer counts by up to 51.9%.

2 Background
We introduce ideas in error correction and distributed quan-
tum computing. We first discuss the surface code and how
to perform Pauli-based computation with lattice surgery.
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We then introduce distributed quantum computing, includ-
ing hardware advances and theoretical estimations for dis-
tributed surface code architectures.

2.1 Surface Code
The patch-based rotated surface code [28] encodes 1 distance
𝑑 logical qubit with 𝑑2 data and 𝑑2 + 1 syndrome qubits. A
minimum of 𝑑 physical errors are required to cause a logical
error. The surface code state is stabilized by alternating pla-
quettes of 𝑋 and 𝑍 stabilizers that measure local parity of
joint 𝑋 and 𝑍 operators. Errors are detected by changes in
the set of stabilizer measurements in each round.

The logical qubit can be initialized in |0⟩𝐿 or |+⟩𝐿 = 1√
2
( |0⟩𝐿

+ |1⟩𝐿) by initializing each physical qubit in |0⟩ or |+⟩ and
measuring each stabilizer once. The logical operators 𝑋𝐿 and
𝑍𝐿 are defined on perpendicular paths on the code and are
indicated by the type of stabilizer the edge is terminated with.
A compact convention for drawing surface code patches is
borrowed from [39] and shown on the left side of Figure 2b,
where a solid edge is an𝑋 or smooth edge and a dashed edge
is a 𝑍 or rough edge.

2.1.1 Lattice Surgery. Lattice surgery [28] is a framework
to merge and split surface code patches to measure multi-
qubit operators. We introduce the simple example in Fig-
ure 2b to measure an operator 𝑍1 ⊗ 𝑍2. The codes are first
aligned along their 𝑍 edges with 1 column of data qubits
between them initialized in |+⟩. The merge is performed by
measuring a full patch of stabilizers involving both qubits
and the intermediate column. After 𝑑 rounds of measure-
ment, the product of the 𝑍 stabilizer outcomes between the
two 𝑍 operators corresponds to a fault-tolerant measure-
ment of 𝑍1 ⊗ 𝑍2. After measurement, the codes can be split
by measuring the intermediate column of data qubits and
tracking corrections based on the measurement outcomes.
This protocol can be generalized to measurements with

more than two qubits as shown in Figure 2c. In this case,
the single column of extra data qubits is replaced with a full
logical ancilla patch. Each qubit involved in themeasurement
is merged with a unique edge of the ancilla patch.

2.1.2 Gates with Lattice Surgery. Gates on the surface
code are described with the lattice surgery framework and
can be expressed naturally with Pauli based computation
[8, 39, 64]. Gates are performed by a multi-patch measure-
ment of an operator where one logical qubit is a magic state
(|𝑚⟩=|0⟩𝐿 + 𝑒𝑖𝜋/4 |1⟩𝐿), illustrated in Figure 2d.

In hardware, Pauli-based circuits are performed by using
lattice surgery merge operations to join the edges of data
patches and a magic state to an ancilla patch as shown in
Figure 2d. The gate is implemented by measuring the multi-
qubit Pauli operator followed by measuring the magic state.
For the purposes of this work, we assume circuits expressed

in an optimized Pauli-based format and focus on the problem
of efficiently performing a multi-patch measurement.

2.2 Surface Code Architectures
2.2.1 Single-chip Planar Architectures. A single-chip
surface code architecture is restricted to a square lattice
of patches with operations on adjacent patch edges. Multi-
patch measurements require layouts where ancilla patches
can be routed to arbitrary edges of each data patch. A more
space-efficient layout will have a larger proportion of the
ancilla patch perimeter connected to qubits participating
in the measurement. Three examples of “data blocks" are
given in [39] that demonstrate the space-time trade-off for
patches on a square lattice. Gains in spatial efficiency can be
gained by decreasing the time efficiency. Compact layouts
can be achieved by allowing qubit patch rotation or adding
additional ancilla as part of the measurement protocol to
assist in costly 𝑌 measurements.

Another trade-off is the classical decoder dependence on
the geometry of the ancilla patch used in the multi-patch
measurement. An ancilla patch may need to span long dis-
tances on a chip for a measurement of far away qubits, in-
creasing decoder complexity [26].

2.2.2 Intermediate Block Structure. We focus on one
particular data block introduced by Litinski: the "intermedi-
ate block" [39], shown in the center of Figure 2c. The inter-
mediate block is contained in a 2 × (𝑁 + 2) set of tiles. One
row holds 𝑁 data qubits in a line and the other holds ancilla
qubits. The extra 2 blocks on the end of the data row hold an
ancilla to assist in performing 𝑌 measurements. The block
is called intermediate because it strikes a balance between
time and space efficiency when compared to the other blocks
introduced in [39].

Each intermediate block data qubit has one edge exposed
to the ancilla patch. Patch rotations can be performed to
align the 𝑋 or 𝑍 edges to the ancilla. To perform a 𝑌 mea-
surement, intermediate operations involving entanglement
to and measurement of the extra 2-tile ancilla are required.
Altogether, at most 5 code cycles are required to perform any
multi-patch measurement. The results that follow are not
unique to the intermediate block, we choose this architecture
for its simple design and 1D scaling.

2.2.3 Surface Code Connectivity as a Graph. We re-
duce the intermediate block to an effective topology compat-
ible with the routing work in upcoming sections. We first
assume all intermediate steps and patch rotations have been
performed ahead of time for a multi-patch measurement.
This eliminates the extra ancilla from the effective topology,
leaving an architecture with 𝑁 single tile qubits with their
appropriate edges facing the ancilla patch. We also no longer
have to consider particular Pauli operators in multi-patch
measurements, just whether a qubit is participating in the
measurement. With qubits appropriately positioned, we can

3
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Figure 2. Surface code framework for Pauli-based circuits. (a) Stabilizer checks measure 2 or 4 qubit Pauli 𝑋 or 𝑍 operators on
data qubit plaquettes. Stabilizers are measured 𝑑 times to maintain fault tolerance. (b) Products of logical Pauli operators can
be measured via lattice surgery by merging surface code edges to an ancilla patch. (c) Pauli product measurements of more
than two operators can be measured with an ancilla patch connecting each data patch. Implementation shown on intermediate
block architecture in center. (d) Universal Pauli-based circuits can be implemented with Pauli product measurements including
a magic state up to Clifford corrections.

consider each qubit-ancilla patch pair as a single item (a
vertex), making the intermediate block a 1D line graph with
𝑁 vertices, shown in Figure 2c. For magic state injections,
qubits dedicated to magic state generation can be added with-
out change to the scaling presented. We thus only consider
multi-patch measurements between data qubits.

2.3 Distributed Quantum Computing
Single-chip superconducting quantum computing contin-
ues to face a multitude of challenges, with qubit fabrication
scaling poorly with chip size [54], limited packaging space,
and control complexity [44]. Distributed quantum comput-
ing serves to alleviate many of these constraints [1] at the
cost of inter-chip communication complexity from transpi-
lation [60, 61] to lower fidelity inter-chip performance [1].
Single-fridge distributed quantum computers have already
been demonstrated [43], coupling four transmon chips to
one central chip with 99% fidelity.
Recent theoretical demonstrations in distributed surface

code show how seam error rates can tolerate 10×𝑝𝐵𝑢𝑙𝑘 error
rates [52], a key result that motivates the use of distributed
surface code architectures. With the relatively high cost of
inter-chip operations, it becomes important to optimize these
operations minimizing unnecessary overhead [60, 61].

3 QuIRC
QuIRCs routing card architecture is motivated by advances
in long-range microwave connections through supercon-
ducting coaxial cables [3, 9, 10, 34, 36, 43, 65]. Cable leads
can be directly wire-bonded to the edge of a chip and in-
ductively coupled to transmon qubits on the edge of a chip
[65]. Previous demonstrations have shown a 5 node quan-
tum network with state transfer fidelity across 0.25 meter
links above 𝐹 = 99% [43]. Current trajectories envision net-
works of transmon chips equipped with nearest neighbor
couplings connected with similar links [30]. We make use of
an architecture of 𝑁 logical qubits divided into𝑀 equal in-
termediate block modules from [39], based on the relatively
simple block structure. When represented as a graph, each
module is a line graph with a set of edges that can connect
to other modules via QuIRC.

3.1 Remote Gates on Distributed Systems
The problem of performing a multi-patch measurement be-
tween logical qubits in intermediate block modules is primar-
ily comprised of connecting together the appropriate ancilla
patch. In the case of a single intermediate block (𝑀 = 1),
an ancilla patch is initialized that spans between the lowest
index logical qubit to the highest index logical qubit involved
in themeasurement. An example is shown in Figure 3a where
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Figure 3. Distributed surface code architectures. (a) Monolithic architecture, with each QPU being an Intermediate Block. (b)
Distributed architecture with routing card. (c) Potential physical layout of the routing card, with a double ring topology as an
example. External nodes are denoted with 𝐸 and internal lodes are denoted with 𝐼 .

a measurement of 𝑍0 ⊗ 𝑍7 requires using the entire length
of ancilla patch between |𝑞0⟩ and |𝑞7⟩. This can generate a
large ancilla patch that contains a large number of otherwise
unnecessary ancilla qubits. This results in placing substan-
tial strain on the decoder and blocking many of the ancilla
patches from being used in parallel.

On a distributed architecture, long-range connections are
used to join ancilla edges of different modules. A𝐶𝑋 gate can
be performed over the link to perform stabilizer checks the
bridge the seam in the joint ancilla patch. One way to utilize
the long range connections is to use them as “couplers” to
perform

√
𝑆𝑊𝐴𝑃 gates (further compiling to𝐶𝑋 gates). This

turns a distributed architecture into an effective monolithic
topology (Figure 3a) while relaxing the hardware constraints
on qubits per chip.

Another method is to use the cables to share EPs between
modules as shown in Figure 4a. In this scheme, EPs are con-
sumed to perform remote𝐶𝑋 gates across the seam between
two modules. This is distinct from the coupler scheme in that
the edges of modules are more flexible. EPs can be routed
to arbitrary edges while the coupler scheme has static con-
nections. However, remote 𝐶𝑋 gates require extra gates and
measurements, which means EP-based schemes will have
lower fidelity per 𝐶𝑋 across the seam.

3.2 Scaling of Microwave Links
Scaling for the two distributed gate schemes is simple, each
unit scaling linearly with 𝑑 . We thus only consider perfor-
mance of individual edge operations between physical data
and ancilla qubits. For the EP based scheme, 2𝑑 EPs are re-
quired per round of error correction: 𝑑 each for the 𝑋 and 𝑍
stabilizers.

3.3 Intermediate Block Architectures
We consider two architectures to perform multi-patch mea-
surements. The first multi-chip scheme we call monolithic
and is shown in Figure 3a, where long range connections
recover the𝑀 = 1 topology of the intermediate block. The
second scheme, the routing card scheme, is shown in Figure
3b and involves a quantum routing card where modules are
not directly connected to each other. Connections between
ancilla patches are instead made by passing EPs through
QuIRC, the Quantum Interface Routing Card.

3.3.1 Routing Card Architecture. In the routing card
architecture, a routing module connects each intermediate
block module to other modules. The routing module con-
tains 𝑑 routing cards where each routing card connects to
one qubit in each ancilla edge, illustrated in Figure 3b. An ex-
ample of a routing card with a double ring topology is shown
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in Figure 3c. This architecture uses the EP based scheme for
remote𝐶𝑋 gates between intermediate block modules where
the path between qubits is through two cables plus qubits
inside of the routing card.
The routing card hosts physical qubits, where each edge

qubit is coupled to one physical qubit in one module. The
qubits in the chip can form a graph similar to how current
processors are represented, with qubits being vertices and
couplings being edges. We abide our routing architecture to
realistic hardware constraints. On the routing card, external
nodes have connections to the intermediate block modules
as well as local couplings, whilst internal nodes only have
local couplings. This can be seen in Figure 3c. Adding more
connections between nodes decreases qubit performance,
leading to a constraint on maximum degree for any node
[56]. Since edges represent physical connections via physi-
cal coupling elements, the graph should be thickness 1 on a
planar chip [7]. However, recent proposals have introduced
multi-layer chips with through-substrate vias allowing ex-
pansion to graphs of thickness 2 [7, 20]. QuIRC allows for
arbitrary EP’s to be generated between external nodes, hence
noisy generationwill constrain the number of nodes between
any two external nodes.

3.4 Collisions in Multi-patch Measurements
One major issue with tiled surface code architectures is colli-
sions in the scheduling of multi-patch measurements. When
considering circuits to be made of 𝑘-qubit Pauli measure-
ments [8, 39], ancillas must have a clear path connecting
all interacting logical qubits. Even if all multi-patch mea-
surements are made of disjoint sets of qubits and therefore
commute, the ancilla patches required to connect the qubits
may overlap. We refer to the type of collision caused by
ancilla region overlap as a patch-level collision.
Executing one layered gate in the circuit, i.e. one of the

Pauli measurements, requires generating an ancilla patch
that touches all 𝑘 qubits involved in the multi-patch measure-
ment. In a single-chip architecture, this requires locking the
entire stretch of ancilla logical qubits that span the ancilla
patches in contact with the 𝑘 qubits involved in the measure-
ment. This can result in a large portion of the ancilla qubits
being blocked from any other parallel use even if they are
not directly involved in the Pauli measurement.

To give a probabilistic intuition into the overhead of num-
ber of ancilla patches blocked from simultaneous use we can
calculate the expected span of randomly selected 𝑘 qubits on
an 𝑁 qubit single-chip architecture. The expectation value
of the largest qubit index 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 is:

E[𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 ] =
𝑘 · (𝑁 + 1)
(𝑘 + 1) (1)

and we can write the smallest qubit index using symmetry
as:

E[𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛] = 𝑁 −
𝑘 · (𝑁 + 1)
(𝑘 + 1) (2)

giving the expectation value of the span of randomly selected
𝑘 qubits as:

E[𝑘𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛] =
2 · 𝑘 · (𝑁 + 1)
(𝑘 + 1) − 𝑁 =

𝑁 · (𝑘 − 1) + 2𝑘
𝑘 + 1 (3)

which grows linearly with 𝑁 . In a distributed architecture
with 𝑀 > 1 qubits per chip, the total ancilla patch size is
reduced to grow with 𝑁 /𝑀 instead. A specific example is the
comparison between the monolithic and distributed cases in
Figure 3a-b. In the monolithic architecture the ancilla patch
spanning |𝑞0⟩ to |𝑞7⟩ includes |𝑞3⟩ and |𝑞5⟩ leading to a colli-
sion in measuring 𝑍0 ⊗𝑍7 and 𝑍3 ⊗𝑍5 simultaneously. In the
distributed device, the connection through the routing card
allows the patch for 𝑍0 ⊗ 𝑍7 to exclude |𝑞3⟩ → |𝑞5⟩ leading
to no collision. A general circuit schedule can be transpiled
into a schedule of circuit layers on our architecture.

3.5 Scheduling Entangled Pair Generation
Given a valid layer decomposition for a circuit schedule,
there is additional possibility of latency due to EP gener-
ation traffic. One circuit layer requires all EPs to arrive at
each module for each round of error correction. A realistic
routing card will not have all-to-all connectivity between
external nodes and may thus have collisions in a sufficiently
dense EP schedule. Before studying this, we introduce our
EP generation scheme via linear graph states.

3.5.1 Generating EPs. The purpose of the routing card is
to perform entanglement switching [2, 11, 12, 46, 57], that is,
to create entanglement between arbitrary pairs of qubits in
different modules. Each round of error correction calls a set
of EPs that needs to be generated within the routing card and
distributed to the external nodes connected to the proper
modules. Preparing an EP starts with preparation of a linear
graph state [22] between the external nodes of interest along
a path through the qubits in the routing card. Performing 𝑌
basis measurements of the qubits in the graph state between
the external nodes performs local complementations up to
Pauli corrections resulting in a two-qubit entangled state
between the external modes in constant time.
To prepare the Bell state |Φ+⟩ on the external nodes, the

graph state preparation is modified. We perform the follow-
ing protocol for a path of length 𝜈 connecting two external
nodes:
• Prepare qubits 1 through 𝜈 in the state |+⟩.
• Apply 𝑆† to qubits 3 through 𝜈 , where 𝑆 is the 𝑆 gate.
• At qubit 1, apply (𝑆†)𝜈−2; this will be 𝐼 , 𝑆†, 𝑍 or 𝑆
depending on the value of 𝜈 − 2 mod 4.
• Perform 𝐶𝑍 gates between qubits 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1 for 𝑖 =
1, 2, ...𝜈 − 1, followed by a Hadamard gate on qubit
𝜈 − 1.
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Figure 4. Routing card operation. (a) Remote EP genera-
tion plus remote 𝐶𝑋 execution for stabilizer circuit. The
measurements determine the Pauli correction 𝐶 to the final
operation. It does not need to be applied, just absorbed into
future measurement outcomes. (b) Example of an EP genera-
tion schedule broken down into two layers due to EP-level
collisions in the routing card.

• Measure the qubits 2 through 𝜈 − 1 in the 𝑌 basis and
denote the outcome of qubit 𝑖 as𝑚𝑖 = 0, 1.
• At qubit 1, track the correction 𝐶

𝐶 = 𝑍
∑𝜈−1

𝑖=2 (𝜈−𝑖 )𝑚𝑖𝑋
∑𝜈−1

𝑖=2 𝑚𝑖 . (4)

• SWAP the states from qubits 1 and 𝜈 to the modules.
Because the correction 𝐶 is a Pauli correction, it can
be absorbed into the final measurement outcomes of
the remote gate and stabilizer measurement.

With an EP shared between themodules, a remote𝐶𝑋 gate
can be performed with only local operations between the
two modules. The full circuit for a round of 𝐸𝑃 generation
and remote gate execution is shown in Figure 4a.
We note that the above protocol only requires the use of

each edge and measurement of each qubit along the path
once, and the measurements can be performed in parallel.
However, when multiple pairs of remote qubits need to be
connected at the same time, collisions will occur if there
does not exist an appropriate set of node-disjoint paths in
the routing-card graph. We call this type of collision in the
routing card EP-level collision with an example shown in
Figure 4b.
There are cases where such collisions could be avoided

by utilizing a smarter protocol, for instance with a cleverly
chosen graph state that includes multiple pairs of external
nodes [21]. However, there are limits on how well collisions
can be avoided using even an optimal protocol based on the
ability to disconnect the graphs of desired EPs via a certain
number of edges. This follows from the fact that a quantum
network can be used to simulate the routing card through
entanglement-mediated gates [13], and limits on what can be
achieved on quantum networks are known [47]. For example,
in a dumbbell graph where two groups of two external nodes
are connected through one edge, it is impossible to create two
entangled pairs between those sets using the bottleneck edge
only once, thereby introducing extra latency or collisions.
This shows that even though the protocol we propose may
not always be the optimal protocol, there are clear limits to
how much it could be improved.

4 QuIRC Experimental Settings and Results
In this section we present the experimental settings for
QuIRC, discuss how simulation parameters are attained, and
demonstrate QuIRCs performance.

4.1 Experiment Settings
To evaluate QuIRCs architecture, we make use of Python
and packages NetworkX, Qiskit [50], and STIM [19]. We set
the total number of logical qubits in all simulations to be
𝑁 = 24, distributed across𝑀 modules. For simulating ancilla
length and layer decomposition, we sample 100 random sets
of 𝑃 𝐾-qubit operators and report the means. We restrict
𝑃 ∗ 𝐾 = 24 to study fully dense schedules. We make use of a
brute force search to search the traveling salesman solution
for shortest path both for ancilla patch and EP routing.
To simulate logical error rates in STIM, we prepare dis-

tance 𝑑 logical qubits separated by a size 2𝑑 + 1 ancilla patch.
After initializing logical qubits in the 𝑍 basis, lattice surgery
is implemented in the 𝑋 basis by measuring the full set of
stabilizers across the entire joint data-ancilla-data patch, il-
lustrated in Figure 8. Noise is injected according to the model
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Figure 5. Scheduling benchmarks for layer transpilation
over different (P,K) operators against varying number of
modules.
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Figure 6. Scheduling benchmarks for ancilla length over
different (P,K) operators against varying number of modules.

in Section 4.3.2. The PyMatching package [26] is used to de-
code 𝑑 rounds of stabilizer measurements and detect logical
errors in the observable 𝑍1 ⊗ 𝑍2 averaged over 10 million
shots.

4.2 Collisions in Distributed Intermediate Block
To evaluate the performance of the distributed intermediate
block, we consider the trade-off of ancilla patch economy
versus latency for EP distribution.

4.2.1 Patch-level Collisions. To start with ancilla patch
economy, we consider random maximum density circuit
slices. For 𝑃 = 𝑁 /𝐾 simultaneous 𝐾-qubit multi-patch mea-
surements, we determine how many layers of multi-patch
measurements are required to execute every gate. To capture
only latency given by patch-level collisions, we assume the
length 𝐿 = 𝑁 /𝑀 intermediate block modules are connected
to routing card containing external nodes connecting at in-
dices 𝐿/3 and 2𝐿/3. To simulate this, we generate random
sets of 𝑃 𝐾-qubit operators. We then perform a traveling
salesman search over each operator in 𝑃 , constrained by
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Figure 7. Scheduling benchmarks for EP Layers over differ-
ent routing card topologies over varying number of modules.

only searching paths that move forward. If a path exists,
the operator is removed from the sample and the path is
removed from the graph, otherwise the operator remains in
the sample. Once all operators have been checked for a valid
path, the graph is reinitialized, representing a new layer, and
the search begins again over the remaining sample. This
is repeated until no operators are left, and gives the total
number of layers required to execute a sample of 𝑃 𝐾-qubit
operators. For ancilla length, we simply keep track of the
average length of the paths discovered from the traveling
salesman search.
In the extreme distributed case (𝑀 = 𝑁 ) all 𝑃 measure-

ments can be executed in exactly 1 layer because no extra
ancilla patches are required to bridge between qubits. On
the other hand, the worst case single-chip circuit slice needs
𝑃 layers to execute. An example of this is a schedule of mea-
suring two-body operators where qubit indices are paired
as 𝑖, 𝑁 + 1 − 𝑖 . Measuring 𝑍1 ⊗ 𝑍𝑁 requires an ancilla patch
that spans the whole module, and so on for increasing 𝑖 . On
average, there will be some operators that can always be
measured simultaneously, and increasing 𝑀 allows more
pathways between qubits further decreasing layer count.
This is illustrated in Figure 5.

The best results are seen for schedules involving a large
number of few-qubit operators. For 𝑃 = 8, 𝐾 = 3 there is a
1.92x decrease in the number of layers for the circuit slice on
average. The reason for this is ancilla patches for few-qubit
measurements are more likely to occupy disjoint module
sets if there are more modules. For the case of 𝑃 = 3, 𝑘 = 8
on the other end of the spectrum, there is no improvement
when increasing number of modules because it is unlikely
that any one measurement lives in a module disjoint from
the other two.

As the number of modules increase, the decrease in num-
ber of layers is a direct consequence of decrease in the num-
ber of ancilla patches that needs to be used in each layer.
Figure 6 shows average ancilla size for 𝐾-qubit operators as
a function of module size. For all 𝐾 , increasing the number of
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Table 1. Average relative percentage reductions for layer
decomposition and ancilla size over different ($P$,$K$) com-
binations as compared to the single-chip case.

(3, 8) (4, 6) (6, 4) (8, 3)
Averagae Layer Decomposition Improvements
2 0.0% 0.0% 3.39% 10.3%
3 0.0% 0.0% 10.17% 18.1%
4 0.0% 0.0% 13.56% 29.8%
6 0.0% 2.5% 20.34% 33.7%
8 0.0% 0.0% 25.42% 46.7%
12 0.0% 12.5% 44.07% 51.9%

Average Ancilla Size Improvements
2 64.1% 68.6% 75.6% 77.8%
3 46.6% 62.6% 67.0% 72.1%
4 40.5% 50.0% 59.0% 64.1%
6 28.2% 39.0% 54.0% 54.4%
8 21.5% 41.3% 40.6% 50.8%
12 6.6% 18.9% 36.6% 33.0%

modules decreases the total ancilla patch length. The ancilla
size reductions from 1 to 12 modules range from 6.67% to
77.82% depending on 𝑃 and 𝐾 .

4.2.2 EP-based Collisions. For a given layer schedule
that is valid for a routing card architecture, the question
remains of how best to distribute the EPs. Each module in-
volved in a layer will use up to 2 external nodes in the routing
card that need to receive a half-EP to execute a layer. If more
EPs are required for a layer, the odds of collisions in the rout-
ing card are increased. This introduces a balance in choosing
𝑀 , where increasing𝑀 decreases the total number of layers
in a circuit slice at the cost of layers taking longer to execute.

To benchmark this, we consider random full density EP re-
quests on a routing card. An𝑀 module routing card will have
2𝑀 external nodes to enable proper ancilla chain generation.
One layer will consist of 𝑀 total EPs distributed between
the external nodes. This choice to use uniform, full density
circuit layers provides intuition into what cases a distributed
architecture is beneficial, and we note real algorithms will
involve less demand on the routing card.
We consider four topologies of our routing card, cate-

gorized by thickness. For graph thickness 1, we consider
ring and double-ring topologies. We also consider the graph
thickness 2 Ruche networks [31] Ruche(4,2) and Ruche(8,4).
Ruche(𝑖, 𝑗 ) networks topologies are ring networks where ev-
ery 𝑗-th qubit has an additional connection to the qubit 𝑖
indices ahead of it.
Figure 7 plots the average number of EP generation lay-

ers required to generate the full set of 𝑀 EPs. We observe
two key takeaways. First, more modules leads to more la-
tency because the EP schedule is larger. Second, the thickness 2
graph topologies significantly outperform the thickness 1 graph
topologies for high module numbers. This is expected with

(a) Initialize logical data qubits      in |0〉 and ancilla data
qubits      in |+〉. Measure highlighted stabilizers once.

Merge lattice by measuring all highlighted
stabilizers d times

Observable                   is product of        stablizers

(b)

(c)

Figure 8. Physical layout for STIM simulations, 𝑑 = 3. (a)
Initialization step prepares logical qubits in 𝑍 basis. White
and gray plaquette stabilizers are measured once. (b) Lattice
surgery merge creates joint ancilla patch. White and gray
plaquette stabilizers are measured 𝑑 times. (c) Logical opera-
tor 𝑍1 ⊗𝑍2 is given by product of purple stabilizer outcomes.

higher connectivity networks, however we further empha-
size the need to optimize through-substrate via technology
[20] to enable thickness-2 graphs.

4.3 Surface Code Simulations
In this section, we detail how we model distributed lattice
surgery results and present our results.

4.3.1 Surface Code Modeling. Performing a multi-patch
measurement on distributed surface code patches requires
an in-homogeneous noise model. Local and remote gates
will have different fidelities and scheduling constraints with
the routing card will introduce latency which a noise model
must capture. We benchmark the threshold for successful
measurement of a multi-qubit operator in the presence of a
noisy seam and latency introduced by the routing card.

4.3.2 Error Rates. We define the following error rates for
simulations:
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Algorithm 1 QuIRC Simulation Model. 𝑄𝐿 represents a log-
ical qubit, 𝑄𝐿,𝐷𝑎𝑡𝑎 represent physical data qubits a logical
patch, and 𝑄𝐿,𝑆𝑦𝑛𝑑𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑒 are physical syndrome qubits in a
logical patch. 𝑝Error Type applies a depolarizing channel of
that probability. 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟 (𝑄𝐿) performs gates for syndrome
extraction on patch 𝑄𝐿 . 𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 (𝑄𝐿) measures syndrome
qubits in𝑄𝐿 .𝑀𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑒 (𝑄) defines a new logical patch from the
set 𝑄 .

Initialize physical qubits
𝑄𝐿1, 𝑄𝐿2 ← Data Logical Qubits
𝑄𝐴 ← Logical ancilla patch
𝑄𝐿1 ← |0⟩ or 𝑋 |0⟩ with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀
𝑄𝐿2 ← |0⟩ or 𝑋 |0⟩ with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀
𝑄𝐴 ← |+⟩ or 𝑍 |+⟩ with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀
Initialize logical data qubits
𝑄𝐿1 ← 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟 (𝑄𝐿1) with 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑄𝐿2 ← 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟 (𝑄𝐿2) with 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑀1 ← 𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 (𝑄𝐿1) with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀
𝑀2 ← 𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 (𝑄𝐿2) with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀
Merge Logical Data Qubits Over Ancilla Patch
𝑄𝐿𝑆 ← 𝑀𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑒 (𝑄𝐿1, 𝑄𝐴, 𝑄𝐿2)
𝑄𝐿𝑆 ← 𝑝𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦
for round in d rounds do
𝑄𝐿𝑆 ← 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟 (𝑄𝐿𝑆 ) with 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑄𝐿𝑆 ← 𝑝𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒 if remote seam
𝑀𝐿𝑆 ← 𝑀𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 (𝑄𝐿𝑆 ) with 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀

end for
Observe Stabilizers =

∏
𝑀𝐿𝑆

• 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 : Error from state preparation andmeasurement.
Assumed to be 𝑋 or 𝑍 error depending on the basis
of preparation or measurement.
• 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 : Local gate error for Hadamard (𝐻 ) and in-module
𝐶𝑋 gates. Assumed to be depolarizing noise per gate.
• 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑋 (𝑁 ), 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑍 (𝑁 ): Remote 𝐶𝑋 gate errors.
We assume this to depend only on the number and
fidelity of measurements required to perform the re-
mote gate, valid for 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 >> 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 . Measurements
during the EP generation can apply𝑋 and 𝑌 errors de-
pending on 𝑁 while the 𝑍 and 𝑋 basis measurements
can apply 𝑋 or 𝑍 errors on the target and control
qubits respectively.
• 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 : Error accrued while waiting for routing card
to distribute all EPs for a 𝐶𝑋 layer in an error cor-
rection cycle. Assumed to be depolarizing noise with
magnitude a function of number of circuit stepswaited
and error per circuit step.

In superconducting systems, 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 is generally limited
to order 1% by measurement time [23]. In this work we
will consider the preparation and measurement errors to be
fixed at 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 = 0.01. The local gate error 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 is often
dominated by two-qubit gate errors. Scaled systems have
average error rates around 1% with smaller demonstrations

approaching 0.1% [51, 55]. The local gate error is the main
parameter we will sweep to find surface code thresholds.
The remote gate errors 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑋 , 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑍 are the proba-

bilities of a 𝑋 and 𝑍 errors on the target and control qubits
for the remote𝐶𝑋 . During the EP generation, 𝑋 errors prop-
agate to the target qubit and 𝑌 errors separate into 𝑋 and 𝑍
errors on different qubits. Additionally, the extra 𝑋 and 𝑍
basis measurements in the remote gate execution give ad-
ditional 𝑍 and 𝑋 errors. We approximate the EP generation
error probabilities for 𝑋 and 𝑌 as 𝜈 ∗𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀/2, leading to the
expressions:

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑋 ≈ 𝜈 (𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 ),

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑍 ≈
𝜈

2
(𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 )

(5)

Lastly, we estimate 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 by examining the 𝐸𝑃 genera-
tion circuits. One 𝐸𝑃 generation via a graph state takes one
single-qubit gate layer, two 𝐶𝑍 layers, one 𝑆𝑊𝐴𝑃 layer to
move the EPs from the routing card to the modules, one local
𝐶𝑋 layer in the modules, and a measurement layer. With
typical gate and measurement times of 𝑇𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑒 = 100𝑛𝑠 and
𝑇𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑠 = 1 𝜇s respectively, we give a conservative estimate
of 𝑇𝐸𝑃 = 2 𝜇s for a single round of EP generation. Qubit
coherence times vary but can be reliably lower bounded by
𝑇1 = 100𝜇𝑠 [48, 59]. Overall, this gives an effective upper
bound on 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 = exp(−𝑇𝐸𝑃/𝑇1) = 0.02. Using more op-
timistic (but still reasonable) parameters of 𝑇𝐸𝑃 = 1 𝜇s and
𝑇1 = 1 ms, a latency error of 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 = 0.001 is achievable.

A single measurement with error rates applied is described
in Algorithm 1.

4.4 Surface Code Simulation
We now quantify how additional errors from a routing card
affect surface code properties. The small plots in Figure 9
show the logical error rates for each parameter in our noise
model in isolation. We fix 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 = 0.01 and report thresh-
olds for 𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑥 = 2𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒,𝑧 , and 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 of approx-
imately 2%, 20%, and 10% respectively. The thresholds for
𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑒 are in agreement with literature [16, 17, 52].
Because we do not include 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 in the error being varied,
we observe plateaus in logical error rates when 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 be-
comes the dominant error.

We may also interpret these results in the context of a dis-
tributed system relying on EP generation. Figure 9 expresses
remote noise via Equation 5 to extract error rates based on
chain length 𝜈 in the routing card. Additionally, the number
of EP layers for a gate layer can be converted to a latency
error through qubit coherence time and EP generation time.
The results in Figure 7 demonstrate that it is possible to

operate QuIRC below the latency threshold. For a modest
number of modules, the number of EP layers in the strictest
scheduling case remains below 10 leading to 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 ≈ 0.01
for realistic hardware. For a sufficiently connected routing
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Figure 9. (color online) Surface code performance for different error models. Logical error rates are for two-qubit 𝑍 ⊗
𝑍 measurements with lattice surgery. 𝑝𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑀 is fixed at 0.01 resulting in plateaus in trajectories for low error. (Clifford)
Measurement with only local gate and measurement noise. (Remote Noise - Upper) Measurement with additional 5% error on
remote gate operations. (Latency) Measurement with additional 1% depolarizing noise from routing card latency. (Remote
Noise - Lower) Measurement with additional remote gate and latency errors.

card topology such as the Ruche network, the length of con-
necting paths in the routing card also remains low making it
possible to operate QuIRC below the remote noise threshold.
We simulate the logical error rate for a full noise model in Fig-
ure 9 with the choice 𝜈 = 6 and 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 = 0.01. Compared to
the local-only noise model representing the single-chip case,
the full noise model has similar threshold and approximately
one order of magnitude higher error rate. This shows that
a QuIRC architecture can achieve similar code performance
to the single-chip case even in the presence of errors due to
networking. This is in addition to the circuit-level layer tran-
spilation improvements from Figure 5 and ease in fabrication
and packaging afforded by smaller modules.

5 Related Work
In the field of surface code architecture, a large amount of
work involves efficiently compiling quantum circuits and
magic state resources onto single-chip surface code archi-
tectures [24, 27, 35, 39, 45]. In other words, the physical
architecture is fixed and the problem is partitioning square
tiles efficiently. Our work optimizes along a different axis,
aiming to improve the hardware connectivity itself.
Of special note is Litinski’s distributed architecture [39]

where gates can be done time-optimally [14] using quantum
computers that can share EPs. This was shown to help par-
allelize circuits where each module contained qubits equal

to the size of the circuit whereas our work separates the full
set of qubits between modules.
With respect to networking and interface cards, much

of the literature focuses on photonic quantum computing,
and makes use of quantum repeaters [4, 37, 38], which are
used to perform long range entanglement generation. These
papers often address communication between nodes, but do
not look at how to schedule and mediate lattice surgery over
a network.

Other works in superconducting network scheduling look
to minimize inter-node communications [60–62]. This re-
search however looks at generating a transpilation optimiza-
tion technique that minimizes the use of the inter-node gates.
This is orthogonal to our work, as we employ a repeated
fixed structure of communication between nodes to perform
lattice surgery.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we presented QuIRC, a superconducting quan-
tum interface routing architecture for distributed surface
code systems.When comparing our architecture to the single-
chip equivalent, we demonstrate improvements up to 77.8%
in average ancilla size, and up to 51.9% reductions in layer
transpilation depth. This substantially reduces decoder strain
and improves transpiled circuit depths. The QuIRC architec-
ture is guided by current hardware constraints, and design
is soft-constrained around these factors.
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In doing this analysis, we developed a surface code noise
model compatible with Stim that captures the essence of
errors due to measurement based EP generation, remote gate
execution, and EP-level latency, allowing for rapid explo-
ration of various QuIRC architectures. Different hardware
noise structures can be directly translated to logical error
rates and constraints on routing card topologies.

Trade-offs between patch-level and EP-level latency for a
24 logical data qubit system as a function of module num-
ber have been demonstrated, highlighting the need to strike
a balance between high numbers of modules with fewer
patch-level collisions and small numbers of modules with
reduced EP traffic. Our results are representative of the most
demanding benchmarks of Pauli product measurement pro-
tocols with lattice surgery, with layers being fully occupied
by Pauli operators.
This work provides a building block in the distributed

superconducting error correction architecture domain, how-
ever leaves much room for optimization and alternative in-
vestigation. Future work may expand our results to other
data block architectures and include magic state distillation
for exploring fully universal architectures. Another future
direction would be to compile specific Pauli-based computa-
tion circuits to a distributed architecture, opening the door
to co-designed architectures for specific applications. Fur-
thermore, other problems in topology, transpilation, and
entanglement protocol selection all remain open, and should
be investigated.
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