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Abstract

With a growing number of quantum networks in operation, there is a pressing need
for performance analysis of quantum switching technologies. A quantum switch es-
tablishes, distributes, and maintains entanglements across a network. In contrast to
a classical switching fabric, a quantum switch is a two-sided queueing network. The
switch generates Link-Level Entanglements (LLEs), which are then fused to process the
network’s entanglement requests. Our proof techniques analyse a two-time scale sepa-
ration phenomenon at the fluid scale for a general switch topology. This allows us to
demonstrate that the optimal fluid dynamics are given by a scheduling algorithm that
solves a certain average reward Markov Decision Process.

1 Introduction

Quantum networking is required for multiple applications like Quantum Key Distribution
(QKD), quantum communications, clock synchronization, distributed quantum computa-
tion, and quantum sensing [1, 2, 3]. Recent deployments demonstrate that the Quantum
Internet is no longer a theoretical concept: it is a fast-growing reality. Various large-scale
QKD networks have been successfully assembled and connected in recent years. In China,
a nationwide QKD network spans over 1,120 km, connecting major cities like Beijing and
Shanghai [4]. Europe has established its own quantum communication network [5], and
London’s Finance Districts host the first commercial infrastructure for quantum-secure
communications [6]. Further metropolitan demonstrators exist in China, the Netherlands,
and the US [7, 8, 9], and with China’s satellite QKD network now connecting to Europe
via Austria, there is a growing impetus to expand and connect these networks. Quantum
networks use switches that enable entanglement swapping. Quantum switching technology
is becoming increasingly important, with quantum switches becoming the core components
of a quantum network. Similar to the current Internet, which uses high-speed switching
technologies, we need to develop efficient programmable quantum switching algorithms to
deploy quantum networks [10].

An important application for quantum switches is in distributed quantum computa-
tion. Here several small quantum computers are connected via a quantum network [11, 2].
This is anticipated to be a requirement for solving complex computational problems which
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require millions of qubits [12]. (We note that qubits are basic units of quantum informa-
tion that represent information embedded in some properties of atoms like polarizations
of photons or spins of electrons, etc [3]). However, the current technology only allows
us to have hundreds of qubits in a single quantum computer due to the lack of technol-
ogy required to build large-scale cooling systems [13]. Hence, we need to utilize several
quantum computers together to make them communicate via a quantum network to solve
realistic problems. The practical implementation of Quantum computing is at an early
stage.1 There are competing paradigms for quantum computation: circuit-based [14], an-
nealed [15], measurement-based [16], and Fusion-based [17]. Several companies are pursu-
ing Fusion-based technology due to its potential for implementation with photonic light at
room temperatures. Here, switching technology has been essential [18] to build an efficient
quantum network for connecting computing nodes, and thus, there is an interest in the
performance evaluation of quantum switches. Regardless of the technology used, there is
a strong belief that any large-scale quantum infrastructure will require network infrastruc-
ture in much the way high-performance computing does. Through this, again, we require
entanglement distribution through photonic switch technology.

For applications in the quantum internet, the primary requirement is to share entangle-
ments, which are multi-qubit quantum states with correlated qubits, with distributed users
in such a way that each user holds one qubit of the entanglement. For example, quantum
communication can be achieved between two nodes by quantum teleportation once a pre-
existing entanglement is shared between them. To distribute entanglements to remote users,
one could create entanglements at a single location using entanglement sources and then
transfer the qubits of entanglements to desired users. However, the transmission of qubits
through communication channels has significant challenges. Qubits decay over time when
they are transferred across channels as they suffer from noise in communication channels,
and intermediate repeaters cannot restore or boost signals as in classical communication
due to the No-cloning Theorem [2]. If qubits are photons, then the successful transmission
of photons in fiber-optic channels between two nodes decays exponentially with the length
of the channel; they can only travel up to a distance of 100km in real systems [3]. Therefore,
it is challenging to distribute entanglements to distributed users when the distance between
them is large.

To overcome the challenges of distributing entanglements to remote users, quantum
repeaters or switches apply entanglement swapping operations. Here, repeaters are con-
nected to only two neighboring nodes, while switches are connected to multiple neighboring
nodes and have switching logics. A quantum network is a network of quantum devices
like repeaters, switches, and users that run applications. The length of individual links are
sufficiently small enough to create entanglements between neighbouring nodes with high
success probability by direct transmission of photons across links, such entanglements are
called Link-Level Entanglements (LLEs). The switches fuse LLEs of neighboring links us-
ing quantum measurement operations to produce entanglements distributed to neighboring
nodes. In a quantum network, LLEs of a link could be used to distribute entanglements

1A current road map to Quantum computing is given here: https://quantumai.google/
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for different applications or user-groups. Hence, effective routing and scheduling algorithms
should be designed to resolve contention and distribute entanglements required by diverse
applications. In order to produce entanglements at higher rates, links produce LLEs con-
tinuously and switches can fuse LLEs produced at different time instants. Unused qubits
are stored in quantum memories at end nodes of the link. When LLEs are stored in this
way, they may decohere or expire after a finite amount of time due to noise in quantum
devices. For further information, We recommend the reader [3, 2] for a detailed discussion
and introduction to quantum networking.

If we focus on the performance of a single quantum switch. From the description above,
we see that a quantum switch is a two-sided queueing system: On the one side—similar to
a “traditional” cross-bar queue switch – requests arrive requiring access to LLEs of a group
of links. However, on the other side, a separate random process generates LLEs that are
either consumed immediately or stored in quantum memories for future usage. An LLE
may decohere over time. Further, the quantum measurements– Bell-state measurements to
fuse two LLEs and Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) measurements to fuse more than
two LLEs– succeed only with certain probabilities. The decision to schedule requests over
a given time period creates non-trivial interdependence between the stochastic processes of
links and requests.

Traditional switch fabric in the current Internet consists of a bipartite matching between
input and output ports [19]. Here, there are constraints on service in that only one input
can be matched to one output, and the scheduling decision made in one round does not
impact the availability of future scheduling choices. Here, the set of arrival rates that can
be stabilized is well understood. In this case, the set of arrival rates that can be stabilized
is well-understood. Essentially, it is the convex combination of the set of scheduling deci-
sions [20]. The MaxWeight algorithm is an indispensable for scheduling theory in queueing
networks. It can stabilize a network for all arrival patterns without prescriptive knowl-
edge of arrival statistics, which is why such algorithms are called throughput optimal. The
MaxWeight algorithm was first introduced in the context of wireless ad-hoc networks [21]
and then developed for Internet Switch design by [22]. This led to the design of the iSlip
algorithm, which was then commercially deployed by Cisco [23].

There is considerable interest in quantum switches by computer scientists [24, 25], elec-
trical engineers [26, 27], physicists [28] and industry2 [18, 29, 30] to understand the design
and control of these systems. However, when we turn to a quantum switch as a two-sided
queueing model, it is no longer clear what the capacity region is, given that LLEs can survive
from one-time slot to the next. In this paper, we first characterize the capacity of a general
quantum switch topology. Previous works have studied only simplified quantum switch
models. Nain et al. [31] find a quantum switch model’s capacity region with only links and
no request queues. Quantum switches with two-sided queues with one-time slot and infinite
lifetimes for qubits of LLEs are studied in [32, 33] and [34], respectively. In recent work
[24], a quantum switch model similar to ours is studied; however, their analysis is limited to

2See also: https://www.psiquantum.com/blueprint and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=

U5pRnK7dGcI
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specific Y and W shaped topologies for two types of requests and three links. The analysis
that we complete here, extending the analysis to a general two-sided switch model, allowing
general LLE structure, characterizing the capacity region, and demonstrating throughput
optimality, are identified to be a significant challenge in prior works [31, 34, 24].

This paper addresses the question: Can we maintain optimal throughput in a generic
Quantum switch? We show that the answer is yes. This is due to the time-scale separation
that can occur between the request queues and the link-level entanglements when the switch
is congested. Timescale separation has a long interest in the performance analysis of queue-
ing systems [35, 36, 37, 38]. Timescale separation is first investigated for the MaxWeight
policy in a quantum switch with Y and W topologies [24]. Under a general topology, we
find that asymptotic decoupling occurs between the request and entanglement queues when
a switch becomes congested with requests. Surprisingly, we find the MaxWeight algorithm
is not throughput optimal. This is because it is no longer the optimal scheme to minimize
instantaneous drift (See Figure 2(a)). Instead, we find optimal scheduling requires optimiz-
ing an average reward Markov Decision Process (MDP), which only depends on requests
through the queue size and the dynamics of the entanglement generation process. Thus,
if we can learn the switch’s internals sufficiently well to solve this MDP, we can construct
throughput optimal scheduling algorithms for the quantum switch. Through this, our paper
develops several new analytical techniques on two-sided queueing models that can be used
to make further advances in quantum networking.

1.1 Our contributions

We design an asymptotically optimal scheduling scheme to tackle the problem of scheduling
LLEs based on entanglement requests in a quantum switch. In this context, our contribu-
tions are:

1. We analyse a quantum switch with a general graph topology. Due to its technical
difficulty, this setup is not examined in prior works. We provide the first characteri-
zation of the capacity region of these switches. By focusing on this more complex and
generalized topology, our work addresses a broader and more challenging problem of
scheduling LLEs in quantum switches instead of the more restricted models considered
in earlier works.

2. While the MaxWeight policy is known for achieving optimal throughput classical
switches, it turns out that this is not the case for quantum switches. We provide a
simple counter-example to the through-put optimality of MaxWeight.

3. For the scheduling of LLEs, this work proposed a novel, asymptotically optimal
scheduling scheme called the Average Reward Entanglement (ARE) policy. The ARE
policy solves an average reward MDP and is designed to maximize the efficient uti-
lization of LLEs to serve incoming requests for entanglements. This is the first work
to propose an asymptotically optimal scheduling policy for general quantum switches.
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4. To establish the optimality of the ARE policy, several technical contributions are
made. As the quantum switch becomes congested, the LLEs will evolve on a faster
timescale compared to the incoming entanglement requests, introducing a two-time
scale separation. A novel approach has been developed in this work to establish the
fluid limit using this time-scale separation. In this approach, time is divided into
equal segments, with the length of each segment carefully chosen to ensure that the
faster process reaches its steady state within each segment before the request process
undergoes significant change in its state. The faster process’s steady-state behavior
then governs the slow process’s dynamics.

5. Our analysis shows that the ARE policy achieves the optimal drift. We prove the
asymptotic throughput optimality of ARE. Thus, the ARE policy provides more ef-
ficient scheduling and outperforms the traditional MaxWeight policy for quantum
switches.

At a methodological level, the interplay between time-scale separation and Markov de-
cision processes in optimal scheduling of matching queues is intriguing and potentially of
interest to the performance evaluation of general matching systems outside of quantum
networking problems. Our policy demonstrated novel methods for characterizing and opti-
mizing capacity for the quantum system that are significantly more general than the current
state-of-the-art in quantum switches. These results resolve several problems that were pre-
viously open on quantum switches [31, 34, 24].

Quantum technologies will likely be one of the most important areas for the modeling
and performance evaluation of computing systems in the next decade. In the thirty years
since Quantum communication was first initiated [39], there have been many changes: the
growth of the Internet, the web, mobile communications, social networks, platforms, data
centers, machine learning, and AI. Given this, it is reasonable that the attention of the
performance evaluation community has been elsewhere.3 Thus, aside from the specific
technical contributions outlined above, one aim of this paper is a call-to-action emphasizing
the importance and timeliness of quantum communication. We firmly believe there is great
potential in the performance evaluation community to contribute to the measurement and
methodology that will underpin these emerging technologies.

1.2 Organization

In Section 2, we define our primary model. This section introduces basic mathematical
notation, the topology of a quantum switch, and a description of its dynamics. We also recall
several results on the mixing times of Markov chains. In Section 3, we discuss scheduling
policies, demonstrate that MaxWeight is suboptimal, and define the capacity region of these
Markov chains as a function of the stationary LLE process. We further discuss time-scale

3To the best of our knowledge, one SIGMETRICS conference paper has been published on Quantum com-
munication since inception over thirty years ago [40]: https://dl.acm.org/action/doSearch?AllField=

Quantum&expand=all&ConceptID=119981
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separation and use this to give an optimal policy for these systems. Our theoretical findings
are presented in Section 4. These findings consist of a characterization of the fluid limit of
a quantum switch. The proof of this limit requires a timescale separation analysis of these
systems. We demonstrate the optimality of the fluid limit of our policy, and we prove the
asymptotic optimality of our policy. In Section 5, we prove the main proofs of the paper;
however, due to space constraints, we must postpone several important arguments to the
appendix.

2 System Model and Dynamics

This section provides a detailed discussion of the system model and dynamics of the quantum
switch analyzed in this paper. The key components include the switch topology and the
switch dynamics.

2.1 Basic Notation

We denote the set of non-negative integers as Z+ and [M ] corresponds to {1, . . . ,M}. We
use R̄ to denote the set of extended reals, i.e., R ∪ {∞}. For x, y ∈ R, x ∨ y = max{x, y}
and x ∧ y = min{x, y}. For i ∈ [M ], ei is the i-th unit vector in RM ; 1 is the vector of all
ones; 0 is the zero vector. For vectors u,v ∈ RM , we write u ≤ v if ui ≤ vi for i ∈ [M ]. For
a set M, we use |M| to denote its cardinality. We use a · b to denote the dot product and
ab to represent the element-wise multiplication between two vectors of the same dimension.
We use the notation [y]+ = max(y, 0) and [y]a+ = max(y, a).

2.2 Switch Topology

We investigate a quantum switch system where multiple links connected to the switch
generate LLEs or Bell-pairs. The system needs to accommodate requests requiring end-
to-end entangled states formed by merging LLEs of various links through entanglement
swapping. An n-qubit entanglement can be formed by applying GHZ measurements (if
n ≥ 3) or Bell-state measurements (if n = 2) on a group of LLEs such that each LLE
belongs to a different link. In this context, we consider L links and R types of requests.
The switch can fulfill each request type by combining these LLEs. Requests of different
types might require an individual link’s LLEs, in which case there is a competition among
these requests to use LLEs of the link.

2.2.1 Requests and Links

We consider a discrete-time system where, at the beginning of each time slot, requests
of R types arrive. We denote R as the set of R request types and L as the set of L
links. The switch stores requests of each type in their corresponding infinite-capacity queue
and processes them on a First-Come-First-Served (FCFS) basis. A type r ∈ R request is
considered served when the switch establishes an nr-qubit end-to-end entanglement among
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a set of links denoted by Lr = {lr,1, . . . , lr,nr} ⊂ L. Here, Lr represents the set of links
whose LLEs are necessary to fulfill a type r request. A type r request is successfully served
if the measurement operation applied on LLEs of the links in Lr is successful. Note that
LLEs used in measurement operations are always discarded irrespective of the outcome of
measurement operations.

Since we consider a two-sided matching system, we will typically consider requests on
the right-hand side and the links on the left-hand side. See Figure 1.

Figure 1: A quantum switch with four request types and three links is considered. For this
switch, B = 2. Requests arrive with a mean rate of λri for i ∈ [4], while LLEs are generated
at a mean rate of λli for i ∈ [3].

2.2.2 Success Probabilities and Buffer Size.

The success probability of applied measurement operations for a type r request is denoted
by γr ∈ (0, 1]. Furthermore, at the beginning of each time slot, the switch attempts to
create new LLEs between each link l and the switch for all l ∈ L. We assume that the
switch and the users have a finite storage capacity for LLEs, given by the buffer size B. In
other words, each link in the switch can hold up to B LLEs at any given time, beyond which
any additional LLEs cannot be accommodated and are discarded. This assumption agrees
with the fact that users and the switch will have a finite number of quantum memories
in practical quantum systems, as quantum memories are expensive to use.4 On the other
hand, requests can wait until served. In the current Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum
(NISQ) computers era, a quantum computer has only hundreds of qubits and quantum
devices and gates are noisy [41, 42]. Qubits decohere easily because of depolarizing and

4We note that from a theoretical perspective, infinite buffers are likely possible to analyze so long as
LLEs have a strictly positive decoherence probability. However, our proof and mixing time bounds are
considerably simpler with finite buffers, which is currently more realistic in Quantum repeaters.
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dephasing noise as a result of their interactions with the environment. Hence qubits have
finite lifetimes (coherence times) in real systems; these lifetimes vary depending on the type
of the technology used to prepare qubits [43]. As in [44], we make an assumption that at the
end of each time slot, each unused LLE of link l has an independent probability dl ∈ (0, 1]
of being discarded; this models the scenario where the storage-and-retrieval efficiency of a

quantum memory in a time slot is e−
∆t
ν where ν is the lifetime of a qubit and ∆t is the

length of the time slot.

2.2.3 Schedules.

We use discrete-time scheduling policies for the switch topology described above to create
entanglements for the different arriving requests. We focus on scheduling requests before
discussing their implications on the LLEs. We let n = (nr : r ∈ R) ∈ N ⊂ ZR

+ denote the
number of requests that can be processed in a time slot, and here N is the set of requests
that can be scheduled in a given time slot. We assume that the set N is monotone in that
if n ∈ N then n′ ∈ N for all n′ ∈ ZR

+ satisfying n′ ≤ n. We note that this assumption will
ensure that our policy and the MaxWeight policy is work conserving.

The number of requests scheduled has implications for the number of LLEs queued. A
request of type r requires an LLE from each of its links:

ψr :=
∑
l∈Lr

el .

Since we allow for more than one request to be processed per time slot, for n = (nr ∈ Z+)
and N , we can respectively define a schedule and the set of schedules as follows

σ(n) := n⊤ψ =
∑
r∈R

nrψr and S := {(σ(n),n) : n ∈ N} . (1)

2.3 Quantum Switch dynamics

We now describe the dynamics of the quantum switch discussed in Section 2.2. Here we
consider a discrete-time model.

2.3.1 Order of events.

Over one time-slot, the following sequence of events occurs. First, new LLEs are generated
between each link and the switch. Next, the number of requests of each type for service is
decided. Then, an LLE schedule is selected. A number of these scheduled requests will fail.
These requests will not be removed, but the LLE will have decoherence and thus will be
removed. Next, toward the end of the time slot, new arrivals for requests occur. Finally, at
the end of the time slot, a number of leftover LLEs will decohere.

8



2.3.2 Arrivals.

Type r request arrive according to an exogenous arrival process Ar(·) whose increments
ar(t) := Ar(t)−Ar(t− 1) are i.i.d. with mean λr ∈ R+ and are positive and bounded. The
arrivals to the request queues are assumed to be independent of each other. Furthermore,
for each l ∈ L, LLEs are generated between link l and the switch according to the process
Al(·). Again the increments al(t) := Al(t)−Al(t− 1) are i.i.d. with mean λl ∈ R+ and are
positive and bounded.

2.3.3 Queue Lengths.

We define the queue-length vector of requests at the beginning of time slot t as Q(t) =
(Qr(t), r ∈ R), where Qr(t) denotes the queue length of the type r request. We also
define the LLE-vector at the beginning of time slot t as Z(t) = (Zl(t), l ∈ L), where Zl(t)
represents the total number of link l LLEs at the beginning of time slot t. We define the
joint process X(t) := (Q(t),Z(t)) with X = (X(t) : t ∈ Z+). For the policies considered
in this paper, X will be a Markov process. When the system is positive recurrent, we use
X(∞) = (Q(∞),Z(∞)) to denote the steady-state values. Moreover, we define the fluid
scaled processes X̄c =

(
X̄c(t) : t ∈ Z+

)
where X̄c(t) =

(
Q̄c(t), Z̄c(t)

)
such that

Q̄c(t) =
Q(ct)

c
, Z̄c(t) =

Z(ct)

c
, ∀t ∈ Z+, c ∈ N.

2.3.4 Schedules and Departures.

We decide the number of requests to schedule in each time slot. We let n(t) = (nr(t) ∈
Z+ : r ∈ R) ∈ N be the number of requests of each type attempted at time t. We apply the
abbreviation σ(t) := σ(n(t)) to give the number of LLEs scheduled, where σ(n) is defined
in (1). The number of requests and scheduled LLEs is chosen to be less than the number
of existing requests and LLEs.

A number of attempts to serve requests will fail, we define n̂(t) = (n̂r(t) : r ∈ R) to be
the number of successful requests:

n̂r(t) ∼ Binomial(nr(t), γr). (2)

We can define the cumulative number of departures of requests and links, respectively, with

Dr(t) =

t∑
s=1

n̂r(s) and Dl(t) =

t∑
s=1

σl(s) .

Furthermore, we assume that Dr(0) = 0 for r ∈ R and Dl(0) = 0 for r ∈ L.

2.3.5 Queue Dynamics

The request queue process Q = (Q(t) : t ∈ Z+) evolves according to following equations

Qr(t+ 1) = [Qr(t)− n̂r(t)]+ + ar(t) , (3)

9



for t ∈ Z+ and for r ∈ R. We let Yl(t) be the state of the link after arrivals but not
accounting for decoherence. Note that Zl(t) is then a binomial RV given Yl(t):

Yl(t) = [[Zl(t− 1) + al(t)]
B
+ − σl(t)]+ , and Zl(t) ∼ Binomial(Yl(t), dl) .

Remark 1 (General Decoherence Times). Above, we consider i.i.d. decoherence proba-
bilities dl. However, it is possible to consider general lifetime distributions here. For this,
we can consider the age distribution of each LLE in the buffer. Then we let dl(a) be the
probability of decoherence in the next timestep of an LLE of age a. We must store all ages
to give a Markov description of our switch. In other words, Zl(t) will be a vector of the
ages of all LLEs at the link.

Remark 2 (General Matching Systems). The specific dynamics of Z described above are
not critical to our results. We require Z process mixes once we condition on Q(t) and that
the transitions in Z(t) are Markovian. So we can allow for more general matching processes.
For example, we could model a pool of vehicles in a ride-sharing system or a call centre
with staff arrivals and departures.

2.3.6 Mixing Properties.

For two (discrete) probability distributions µ and µ′ and for a Markov chain transition
matrix P , the total variation distance and the coefficient of ergodicity are, respectively:

∥µ− µ′∥TV =
1

2

∑
z∈Z

|µz − µ′
z| and ρ(P ) = sup

v

{
∥vP∥TV : 1

⊤v = 0, ∥v∥TV= 1
}
.

We define PQ to be the transition matrix defined by

PQ
zz′ = P(Z(t+ 1) = z′|Z(t) = z,Q(t) = Q), z, z′ ∈ Z .

We can prove fast mixing occurs regardless of the state of Q:

Lemma 1. There exists a constant ρ such that for all Q,

ρ(PQ) ≤ ρ < 1 .

The Lemma holds essentially since the decoherence of LLEs leads to fast mixing of the
Z(t) process. From a theoretical perspective, it follows from Dobrushin’s Lemma on the
coefficient of ergodicity. This as well as some standard facts about ∥·∥TV and ρ(·) are given
in Appendix F.

3 An Optimal Scheduling Scheme

The scheduling policy aims to determine how incoming requests are processed by selecting
from the available schedules in S. The scheduling policy establishes entanglements based
on the switch’s available LLEs at each link.

10



The key challenge is to balance the immediate use of LLEs to satisfy current requests
against the potential benefits of preserving LLEs for future use. Traditional switch schedul-
ing schemes, such as the celebrated MaxWeight scheme, focus solely on maximizing the
number of entanglement requests fulfilled in the current time slot, such a MaxWeight scheme
has been shown to be throughtput optimal when LLEs have lifetimes of one time slot [32].
However, we argue here that such an approach could lead to suboptimal outcomes over the
long term when LLEs survive for more than one time slot, particularly in scenarios where
immediate satisfaction of all requests depletes the LLEs, leaving fewer resources available
for future time slots.

We demonstrate that the optimal scheduling scheme for serving entanglement requests,
based on the availability of LLEs, can be effectively formulated as an Average Reward
MDP. The key to this approach is the time-scale separation that naturally arises between
the link-level process and the request process.

3.1 Scheduling Policies

A scheduling policy, which we will typically denote by π, is a rule that determines the
scheduling decision in S at time t based on the past observed state of the system (X(s) :
s ≤ t). We allow for the possibility of randomized schedules. With this in mind, we define
⟨S⟩ to be the set of random variables with support on S.

For quantum switches, one of the objectives of scheduling policies is to maximize the
throughput – the rate at which requests are successfully served. However, the scheduling
policies considered in this work must not only maximize the throughput of request types
but also effectively manage the allocation of LLEs. This approach is distinct from prior
work on scheduling in switches.

We refer to a scheduling policy as Markovian if it depends only on the current state
X(t). Thus, a policy is a function from the set of states to the set of (randomized) schedules
π : X → ⟨S⟩. For x ∈ X , we will apply the notation:

π(x) = (σ(x),n(x)) and p(σ,n|x) , (4)

where the random variables σ(x) = (σl(x) : l ∈ L) give the number of LLEs scheduled and
the random variables n(x) = (nr(x) : r ∈ R) gives the number of requests scheduled when
in state x, and where p(σ,n|x) is the probability of selecting schedule (σ,n), when the
switch is in state x.

We say a scheduling policy is request-agnostic or agnostic if it does not have knowledge
of the number of requests. Specifically, a request-agnostic policy is a function from the set
of LLE states to the schedules, π : Z → ⟨S⟩. We let A denote the set of request-agnostic
policies. Similar to (4), we define π(z) = (σ(z),n(z)) and p(σ,n|z) where σ(z) gives the
LLEs scheduled and n(z) gives the requests scheduled when the LLEs are in state z and
where p(σ,n|z) is the probability of selecting schedule (σ,n), when the LLEs are in state
z. For an agnostic policy, we assume scheduled LLEs are removed regardless of the state of
the request queue.

11



3.2 Capacity Region

The capacity region is the set of request rates for which the system can be stabilized. More
formally, the capacity region, C, is the set of arrival rates for requests λ ∈ RR

+ for which
there exists a policy where the queue size processX(t) is a positive recurrent Markov chain.

When server availability is independent of the system state, there are standard argu-
ments where the capacity region can be characterized, see [45]. However, this is not the
case for our matching system; there is an interdependence between both sides of the switch.
Thus, the characterization of the capacity region below is new and non-standard due to how
service on the righthand queues is interdependent with the evolution of the lefthand-side
queues.

Theorem 1. A necessary condition for λ ∈ C is that there exists a request agnostic policy
π with LLE process having stationary distribution µ such that

λr ≤
∑
z∈Z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr , ∀r ∈ R . (5)

A sufficient condition for λ ∈ C is that there exists a request agnostic policy π with LLE
process having stationary distribution µ such that

λr <
∑
z∈Z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr , ∀r ∈ R . (6)

Due to space constraints, the proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section A in the appendix.
The above result essentially characterizes the set of arrival rates that can be stabilized.

Given the above result, we define C̄ to be the set of arrival rates λ such that (5) holds, and
we define C◦ to be the set of arrival rates such that (6) holds. For ϵ > 0, we also define Cϵ

to be the set of λ such that

λr + ϵ ≤
∑
z∈Z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr , ∀r ∈ R . (7)

From Theorem 1, we have Cϵ ⊂ C◦ ⊂ C ⊂ C̄. Also if λ ∈ C◦ then λ ∈ Cϵ for some ϵ > 0. We
now provide the definitions of throughput optimality and asymptotic throughput optimality.

Definition 1. Policy π is throughput optimal if it’s positive recurrent for all arrival rates
λ ∈ C◦.

Definition 2. A set of policies (πc)c∈N are asymptotically throughput optimal if for all ϵ > 0
there exists a constant cϵ such that for all c ≥ cϵ the policy πc is positive recurrent for all
λ ∈ Cϵ.

Informally stated, a policy is throughput optimal if it is stable for the maximum set of
arrival rates; a set of policies is asymptotically throughput optimal if there is a policy that
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can stabilize arrival rates within an arbitrarily small error of the maximum set of arrival
rates.

We note that the set of stabilizable policies depends on the set of stationary distributions
of the lefthand queueing system. To optimize service, we must optimize over the stationary
distribution of the LLEs. This provides one justification for optimizing an average reward
MDP for the lefthand queues to achieve throughput optimality.

3.3 MaxWeight Scheduling

Perhaps the most widely studied policy in the network community is the MaxWeight policy
[21, 22]. It selects the schedule that maximizes a weighted sum of queue lengths in each
time slot.

Definition 3. (MaxWeight): At any time t, the MaxWeight scheduling policy πMW selects
a schedule nMW as follows:

nMW (t) ∈ argmax
n:(σ(n),n)∈S

∑
r∈R

Qr(t)nr. (8)

At any time t, the schedule nMW (t) chosen by the MaxWeight policy is dependent on the
request queue lengths Q(t). Thus, the selected schedule can be expressed as nMW (Q(t)).

For a classical switch [22], the MaxWeight policy is known to be maximally stable in that
it stabilizes the system if the average arrival rates λ = (λr, r ∈ R) lie within the capacity
region of the system that is λ ∈ ⟨S⟩. However, as we have seen in Theorem 1, the set ⟨S⟩
is no longer the capacity region, C, for a quantum switch and, as we now discuss, this leads
to a drop in performance when directly applying MaxWeight.

The traditional MaxWeight policy applies to models that do not consider any form of
randomization in the number of available servers. Thus, our policy generalizes the tradi-
tional MaxWeight policy: all MaxWeight policies are a subset of our policy. There are
extensions of MaxWeight that consider an independent number of servers, see for example
[20]. The consideration of servers as a Markov process in the context given here is new to
the best of our knowledge. Under this extension, we could assume that we have queues
associated with the number of available servers. However, given that the number of servers
in the quantum setting is O(1) (and bounded in our case), these extensions do not provide
any additional structural properties. For example, the counterexample network considered
below will still apply to these extensions.

3.4 A Counter Example: MaxWeight is not Throughput Optimal.

There has been interest in implementing MaxWeight in quantum switches [24, 32, 33].
Here, we provide a counter-example that proves MaxWeight is not optimal throughput in
a quantum switch when LLEs decohere after more than one timeslot. The logic of this
counter-example is similar to the linear network counter-example of Boland and Massoulié
[46].
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Suppose that there are three links l1, l2, l3, and three types of request: r1 which requires
one LLEs from link l1 only; r2 which requires an LLE from link l2 only; and r3 which requires
an LLE from every link l1, l2, l3. Suppose that one LLE arrives every three units of time
at each link. Of these three time slots, the switch generates a link l1 entanglement in the
first time slot. In the second time slot, the switch generates a link l2 entanglement. In the
third, the switch generates a link l3 entanglement. The link l1 entanglement decoheres in 3
timesteps; the link l2 entanglement decoheres in 2 timesteps; and the link l3 entanglement
decoheres after just 1 timestep. Suppose for simplicity that request arrivals are Bernoulli
with parameters λr1 , λr2 , λr3 respectively and occur just before the first of these three-time
slots.

Notice in this setup, the r1 and r2 request queues are given the opportunity to schedule
the LLEs in l1 and l2 before r3. If we follow a myopic policy, like MaxWeight, then we will
schedule these requests so long as the queues for r1 or r2 are non-empty. However, if we
schedule queues r1 or r2, then we cannot serve requests in queue r3. In other words, r1 and
r2 have priority over r3. Because we can only serve r3 requests when there are no arrivals
for r1 and r2, this induces the following necessary condition for stability under MaxWeight
for the switch just described:

λr3 < (1− λr1)(1− λr2) .

However, of course, we can plan ahead slightly, and in the last of the three timeslots, we
can choose which requests to serve. This results in the following sufficient condition for
stability :

λr1 + λr3 < 1, λr2 + λr3 < 1, λr3 < 1.

Note that the three constraints above correspond, respectively, to the allocation of the
three LLEs generated on links l1, l2, and l3. Here, we can stabilize λr = 0.4 ∀r, whereas
MaxWeight is unstable. From the inequalities above, we see that MaxWeight’s stability
region is strictly smaller than the capacity region for this quantum switch. This proof can
be extended to settings to probabilistic decoherences. We state this in following theorem:

Theorem 2. The MaxWeight policy is not optimal for throughput when LLEs have proba-
bilistic decoherences.

This result is proven in Appendix G. A simulation demonstrating the MaxWeight insta-
bility and stability of our alternative policy is given in Figure 2(a). So, MaxWeight is not
throughput optimal. We will now demonstrate that this is because MaxWeight does not
plan ahead. The logic behind MaxWeight is still valuable in designing throughput-optimal
policies; however, we urge caution when directly implementing MaxWeight in quantum
switches.

3.5 Time-Scale Separation

In this section, we discuss timescale separation in a quantum switch. We also refer the
reader to [24] for an analysis of MaxWeight in a Quantum switch with Y and W matching
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topologies. Our discussion here helps us gain intuition that leads to an optimal policy. The
formal demonstration of the observations made here is proven across Theorems 3, 4 and 5.

In Figure 2(a), we plot the performance of MaxWeight against an alternative policy,
ARE, which we will describe shortly. MaxWeight has optimal drift for the quadratic Lya-
punov function in a classical switch. However, this is not the case for a quantum switch.
To evaluate the switch’s performance, we must understand the time-scale separation that
occurs under congestion.

Consider the quantum switch where there are a large number of requests, i.e.,
∑

r Qr(0) =
c for c ≫ 1. In this state, the number of the LLEs will be far smaller Z(t) = O(1). Firstly,
because of the physical limitations of the switch having bounded storage for LLEs. Second,
because LLEs decohere, leading to much faster convergence in queue length. Timescale
separation is demonstrated in Figure 2(b). To make any relative change in the request
process, we require c transitions of the LLE process. Since the LLE process is already close
to equilibrium being of order O(1), it quickly converges to its stationary behavior. Thus,
the resulting scheduling dynamics placed on the request queues are ultimately determined
by the stationary behavior of the LLE process. (This further motivates the capacity region
characterization that we already proved in Theorem 1.)

3.6 Addressing the Sub-Optimality of MaxWeight

In contrast, in classical switches, two-time scale separation affects the Lyapunov drift of
the MaxWeight in such a way that it is no longer optimal. The original rationale of the
MaxWeight policy is to achieve the maximum negative Lyapunov drift. We can informally
explain this as follows: The differential equation below approximates the request queues
given in Section 2,

dQ̄r(t)

dt
= λr − γrEz∼µ(t)[nr(t)], r ∈ R.5

Above nr(t) is the number of requests scheduled at time t. The number of requests in turn
depends on the number of LLEs, z, which has distribution µ(t) at stationarity. If we take
the function L(Q̄(t)) =

∑
r∈R Q̄2

r(t)/2, which would be the Lyapunov function typically
associated with MaxWeight. Then, differentiation with the chain rule gives

dL(Q̄(t))

dt
=

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)λr − Ez∼µ(t)

[∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)γrnr(t)
]
.

The MaxWeight policy should maximize the negative drift of the Lyapunov function. How-
ever, the MaxWeight policy does not achieve the maximum negative drift for the quantum
switch from the above equation. Specifically, the maximum negative drift solves the opti-
mization

max
π∈A

Ez∼µπ

[∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)γrn
π
r

]
. (9)

5We more formally define Q̄ and associated fluid model terms in Section 4.
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In a classical switch or a wireless network, the above optimization is a combinatorial opti-
mization problem, such as a bipartite matching problem. However, we see above that we
must jointly optimize over schedules and their induced stationary distributions. In partic-
ular, the critical observation is that the above optimization is MDP. We discuss this point
in more detail in the next subsection.

We note that the above argument is somewhat heuristic. To make this rigorous, we
must prove the above time-scale separation and fluid limit are correct. We complete this
in Theorem 3. We also verify that the solution of the MDP gives the optimal drift, which
we define below. Then, we investigate how this impacts stochastic policies that implement
schedulers solving this MDP. This result is given in Theorem 4.

3.7 Optimal Scheduling is an Average Reward MDP

As introduced in the previous section, the optimal scheduling policy must solve an average
reward MDP. For illustration, see Figure 2(a), which shows that the drift of the policy
obtained as a solution of the average reward MDP is negative compared to that of the
MaxWeight policy for the quantum switch, as depicted in Figure 1. This negative drift
under the average reward MDP solution reflects the policy’s ability to more effectively
balance short-term scheduling decisions with the long-term availability of resources.

We now briefly discuss average reward MDPs. For a detailed treatment, we refer the
reader to Chapter 7 of Puterman [47] or Chapter 5 of Bersekas [48]. The single-step reward
associated with implementing schedule n, state z and request queue length vector q is

u(z,n) =
∑
r∈R

nrγrqr. (10)

This reward represents the weighted average number of requests fulfilled in the current time
slot. Notice in terms of the MDP framework, the system’s state is z, the action chosen is
n, and q is a parameter of our objective function. We assume that the states z evolve
as described in Section 2.3.5. However, we take the queue size parameter q as a fixed
constant, so our policy is myopic in that it does not account for the impact of decisions on
the evolution of request queues.

We consider policies that are a function of the current link state z. The single-step
reward associated with a policy π and state z is given by: u(z, π(z)) =

∑
(σ(n),n)∈S π(n |

z)u(z,n), where π(n | z) represents the probability of choosing action n given the state
z and request queue length under policy π. Notice that under any policy, π states evolve
as a positive recurrent discrete-time Markov chain with a single irreducible communicating
class. Thus, our average reward MDP is unichain, which in turn implies the existence of
stationary solutions to the average reward MDP [48, Proposition 5.2.4].

The average reward associated with stationary policy π is denoted by Rπ and is defined
as:

Rπ = lim
T→∞

E
[∑T−1

s=0 u(Z(s), π(Z(s))
]

T
= Ez∼µπ

[∑
r∈R

qrγrn
π
r (∞)

]
.
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(a) (MaxWeight instability): We set λr1 = λr2 = 0.005, λr3 = 0.004,
λl1 = λl2 = 0.02, λl3 = 0.01, dl1 = dl2 = 0.00001, dl3 = 0.99999, γri = 1
for all i ∈ [3] and c = 200. The optimal policy is computed through value
iteration.

(b) (Time-scale separation): We set λr1 = λr2 = 0.05, λr3 = 0.04,
λl1 = λl2 = 0.2, λl3 = 0.1, dl1 = dl2 = 0.00001, dl3 = 0.99999, γri = 1
for all i ∈ [3] and c = 200. The ARE policy is used for LLE scheduling.

Figure 2: For simulations, we simulated the counter example given in Section 3.4 with
probabilistic decoherence of LLEs. In the counter example, we considered three types of
requests (R = {r1, r2, r3}) with three links (L = {l1, l2, l3}). Moreover, we have considered
Lr1 = {l1}, Lr2 = {l2} and Lr3 = {l1, l2, l3}. We set B = 1.
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Above, we note that the Markov chain Z(s) is ergodic, and we let µπ denote the stationary
distribution of π, and we let the random variable nπ

r denote the stationary number of
requests of type r processed under π.6 Rewriting the above expression in terms of these
stationary quantities, the optimal reward and the optimal policy are denoted, respectively,
by

R⋆(q) = max
π

Ez∼µπ

[∑
r∈R

qrγrn
π
r (∞)

]
, π⋆(q) ∈ argmax

π
Ez∼µπ

[∑
r∈R

qrγrn
π
r (∞)

]
. (11)

For each state z ∈ Z, the Bellman equation for the optimal reward R⋆ is given by:

R⋆(q) + V ⋆(z, q) = max
(σ(n),n)∈S

{∑
r∈R

qrγrnr +
∑
z′∈Z

P (z′ | z,n)V ⋆(z′, q)

}
, (12)

where V ⋆(z, q) is the relative value function, representing the relative value of state z com-
pared to the optimal-term average reward R⋆(q), P (z′ | z,n) is the transition probability
from the current state z to the next state z′, given action n. The optimal policy maxi-
mizes (12), which by design balances the allocation of LLEs to satisfy current requests while
also considering the impact on future system states. The optimal policy can be calculated
through value iteration or policy iteration. If the LLE process is not known, parameters can
be learned directly or via tabular reinforcement learning algorithms, and these estimations
can then be applied to calculated optimal scheduling decisions.

3.8 The Average Reward Entanglement Scheduler

This paper considers the optimal scheduling policy for allocating LLEs in the quantum
switch, which is found by solving an average reward MDP that optimizes the utilization of
LLEs to fulfill incoming requests.

We call this policy the Average Reward Entanglement (ARE) scheduler. It consists of
a single parameter τ ∈ N and the sequential implementation of the average reward MDP
described above. The ARE policy is defined as follows:

ARE: At each time t divisible by τ , the scheduler observes the state of the
right-side process, denoted by Q(t). The policy then implements the scheduler
π⋆(Q(t)) defined by (11) for time steps t, t+ 1, ...t+ τ − 1 .

The above policy is natural for a quantum switch, where generated LLEs decohere
much faster than connection-level requests. Another vital point on the ARE policy is that
it does not need to know the average arrival rate λ. The ARE policy makes decisions
where current queue sizes are simply a parameter used to determine how many the LLEs
are created, scheduled and decohere regardless of the state evolution of the request queues.
(I.e., if requests are requested to serve, ARE will serve them. However, even if a request

6We assume that the policy π will continue to process requests irrespective of whether requests are
queued.
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queue is empty, the policy will continue to schedule jobs regardless of the availability of
requests.) Since we only require current queue sizes, the ARE policy behaves similarly to
the Max-Weight policy, which doesn’t require explicit knowledge of λ to achieve optimal
throughput.

While traffic patterns do not need to be learned, the policy requires the solution of an
MDP. MDPs are well-known to suffer from the curse of dimensionality, in our case as the
buffer size grows. In practice, reinforcement learning methods and function approximation
would be implemented off-line to find the switch’s optimal dynamics prior to implementa-
tion. These directions would be an important area for future investigation.

4 Main Results

This section presents and discusses the main results of the ARE policy. For simplicity in
notation, let π⋆(τ(c)) denote the ARE policy for a fixed c ∈ N.

To demonstrate that the ARE policy is asymptotically throughput optimal, we consider
a sequence of ARE schemes (π⋆(τ(c)))c∈N, where for every c ∈ N, the scheme π⋆(τ(c)) is
obtained by (11). We first establish the fluid limit of the quantum switch under the ARE
policy (Theorem 3). Furthermore, we show that the fluid model corresponding to the ARE
policy is throughput optimal (Theorem 4). Finally, we establish the asymptotic throughput
optimality of the ARE policy (Theorem 5).

4.1 Fluid Limit

To establish the fluid limit, we define the scaled processes X̄c =
(
X̄c(t) : t ∈ Z+

)
where

X̄c(t) =
(
Q̄c(t), Z̄c(t)

)
is such that Q̄c(t) = Q(ct)

c , Z̄c(t) = Z(ct)
c ,∀t ∈ Z+, c ∈ N. Here, we

accelerate time by the scaling factor c and scale space by this same factor. An important
facet is the two-time scale separation between the processes Z̄c and Q̄c as discussed in
Section 3.5. In the limit as c → ∞, the Z̄c process is zero, yet still has a meaningful impact
on the evolution of the process Q̄c. Further in the sequence above, we allow the arrival rate
λc to depend on c.

We now focus on the fluid model for the ARE policy defined as follows.

Definition 4. (ARE Fluid model) Given an initial condition Q̄(0) ∈ RR
+ such that

∥∥Q̄(0)
∥∥
1
>

0, a Lispchitz continuous function Q̄ : [0,∞) → RR
+ is said to be a solution to the fluid

model if it satisfies following equations for all t, s ≥ 0 and r ∈ R

Q̄r(t) = Q̄0(t) + Ār(t)− D̄r(t), (13)

Ār(t) = λrt, (14)∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)dD̄r(u) ≥ max
π̄∈A

∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ̄ [γrn̄r(∞)]du, (15)

where µπ̄ denotes the steady-state distribution of the left-side process Z under policy π̄
and D̄r(t) is increasing and Lipschitz continuous.
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The following result is somewhat technical. It establishes that limits exist for sequences(
Q̄c

)
c
, and when they exist, it proves that they must satisfy the fluid equations above.

Thus, this proves that our fluid limit model equations represent the asymptotic behavior of
our queueing process.

Theorem 3 (Fluid Limit). For τ(c) = (log(c))2 and Q̄(0) ∈ R|R|
+ with

∥∥Q̄c(0)
∥∥
1
≤ 1 and

Q̄c(0)→Q̄(0) a.s. and in ℓ1 and λc → λ as c → ∞. Then the sequence of stochastic
processes

(
Q̄c

)
c∈N under the ARE policy is tight with respect to the topology of uniform

convergence on compact time intervals. Additionally, every weakly convergent subsequence
of

(
Q̄c

)
c∈N converges to a Lipschitz continuous process Q̄. This limiting process satisfies

the fluid model equations (13)-(15).

Hence, the process Q̄, defined in Theorem 3, characterizes the dynamics of the quantum
switch under the ARE policy in the limit as c → ∞.

It is important to note that the scheduling schemes for quantum or classical switches can
respond relatively quickly to changes in request queue lengths. By setting τ(c) = (log(c))2,
the system allows sufficient time for the link process to reach its steady state between
changes in request queue lengths. Here, we use this choice since the mixing time of the LLE
process is in the order of log(c). Setting τ to grow as (log(c))2 ensures that request queue
updates are not too frequently affecting link process while maintaining efficiency.

In our following result, we show that for the fluid limit solutions of every weakly con-
vergent subsequence

(
Q̄c

)
c∈N, the schedule (σ(n⋆),n⋆) is selected by the policy π̄⋆, which

is the limit of the sequence of policies (π⋆(τ(c)))c∈N, and is obtained from (11).

4.2 Fluid Limit Stability.

Our fluid model is considered to be stable if there exists a T > 0 such that for every Q̄
satisfying equations (13)-(15) with

∥∥Q̄(0)
∥∥
1
̸= 0, we have

Q̄r(t) = 0, r ∈ R, ∀ t ≥ T. (16)

We say a fluid limit is throughput optimal if it is stable for all λ ∈ C◦. The following result
proves that the fluid model corresponding to the ARE policy π̄⋆ is optimal throughput.

Theorem 4. The ARE fluid model (13-15) is throughput optimal.

4.3 Stochastic Stability.

Using fluid limit stability, we see the process X̄c is asymptotically throughput optimal.

Theorem 5. The ARE policies are asymptotically throughput optimal.

So by specifying how mixed the LLE queues are, we can specify any level of stability up to
the full capacity region. The proof of Theorem 5 in given in Section D in the Appendix.
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5 Proofs of Main Results

This section presents the primary proofs of the results discussed in Section 4.

5.1 Fluid Limit: Proof of Theorem 3

The proof of Theorem 3 is structured as follows. We show that the sequence of stochastic
processes

(
Q̄c

)
c∈N has a subsequence with a limit. This argument is standard – albeit

somewhat technical – and employs the Arzelà-Ascoli Theorem [49]. With the existence of
limits confirmed, we explore their properties. In particular, in Proposition 2, we examine
the timescale separation of Q̄c and Z̄c over the time interval ct by partitioning time into
time intervals of length τ(c). Within each length τ(c) interval, the schedules (σ(n),n)
selected by policy π⋆(τ(c)) are determined based on the request queue lengths at the start
of the segment. We can then apply this in Proposition 3 to give fluid equation (15).

5.1.1 Tightness

We first define the family of coupled processes
(
Q̄c, Āc, D̄c

)
, where Q̄c(t), Āc(t), and D̄c(t)

are the scaled versions of the request queue process, the cumulative arrivals and departures,
respectively. These processes are constructed on the same probability space and remain the
same for different values of c. For each r ∈ R and l ∈ L, we define the scaled processes for
arrivals, departures and LLE queues as:

Āc
r(t) =

Ar(ct)

c
, D̄c

r(t) =
Dr(ct)

c
, Z̄c

l (t) =
Zl(ct)

c
, c ∈ N. (17)

The proof of tightness is contained in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. The sequence of stochastic processes
(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N under the

ARE policy is tight with respect to the topology of uniform convergence on compact time
intervals.

The proof of Proposition 1 is given in Section B in the appendix. Tightness implies relative
compactness [49, Prohorov’s Theorem]: that for every

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N there is a

weakly convergent sub-sequence. This verifies the tightness statement in Theorem 3 and
also fluid limit equation (13). Applying the Skorohod Representation Theorem [49] we may
also assume that this sub-sequence convergence holds almost surely. Throughout the rest
of the proof we assume that

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c
is any such convergence sub-sequence

and its limit point is
(
λ, Q̄, Ā, D̄, Z̄

)
. By applying the Functional Strong Law of Large

Numbers, Āc
r(t) converges uniformly on compacts to λrt as c → ∞ this verifies (14). It

remains to prove (15).

5.1.2 Timescale Separation

To prove (15), we first need to understand the timescale separation behavior of these
switches on the fluid scale. The main finding of this section is summarized in the following
proposition.
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Proposition 2. For any interval [u, t] for which Q̄r(s) > 0 for all s ∈ [u, t] the following
holds

D̄r(t)− D̄r(u) = lim
c→∞

1

c

ct∑
s=cu

Ez∼µπ⋆ (s) [γrn
⋆
r ] , (18)

where above µπ⋆
(s) is the stationary distribution of the LLEs under the ARE policy at time

s and n⋆
r is the stationary number of type r entanglement swaps under µπ⋆

(s).

Proof. To simplify notation in the proof, without loss of generality, we can shift time and
assume that u = 0. Since Q̄r(s) > 0 for s ∈ [0, t] and Q̄c

r(s) convergences uniformly to
Q̄r(s) > 0, there exists a value of c′ for which Q̄c

r(s) is strictly bounded away from zero for
all c ≥ c′. Since queues are non-zero, we can write D̄c

r(t) as

D̄c
r(t) =

1

c

ct∑
s=1

n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(s/c)

)
. (19)

Also, as described above, Q̄c
r(0) converges to Q̄r(0). Here, we explicitly emphasize the

dependence of the number of successful requests, n̂⋆, on both the link process Z and the
request queue process Q. Note that the policy π⋆(τ(c)) is obtained as a solution of average
reward MDP, and these solutions do not change if we rescale the queue size vector by a
factor c; that is, we have n̂⋆

r (Z(s),Q(s)) = n̂⋆
r(Z(s), Q̄c(s/c)).

The departure term, equation (19), is now decomposed over equal intervals of length
τ(c). This decomposition is beneficial as it leverages the time-scale separation between the
link and request processes. More precisely, the departure term can be written as7:

D̄c
r(t)

=
1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

[
(i+1)τ(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)

n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)

−
(i+1)τ(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)

E
[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
|X(iτ(c))

] ]
(20)

+
1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

[
(i+1)τ(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)

(
E
[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
|X(iτ(c))

]
− E

[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
| Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

] )]
(21)

+
1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)

E
[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
| Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

]
(22)

+ o(1).

7Note that if ct is not divisible by τ(c), there will be an error term corresponding to the small time
interval. However, this error term is of the order O(1/c), which tends to zero as c → ∞.
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The plan for the remainder of the proof is as follows: for term (20), the Azuma-Hoeffding
inequality will be used to show that it approaches zero as c → ∞. Moreover, term (21)
represents the difference between the expected departures when the process Z starts from
its stationary distribution µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)) under the policy π⋆(Q(iτ(c)) as defined by (11) and
when Z begins from an arbitrary distribution. Leveraging time-scale separation shows that
term (21) vanishes as c → ∞. From this we will see that the convergence of D̄c

r(t) term (22)
is determined by the term (15) as c → ∞. So, we now analyze terms (20)-(22) separately.

First for term (20), we note that, for s = 0, ..., τ(c)− 1,∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(iτ(c) + s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
− E

[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(iτ(c) + s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
|X(iτ(c))

]]
,

forms a martingale difference sequence. Therefore, in Lemma 2, we apply the Azuma-
Hoeffding inequality to prove that the term of (20) converges to zero as c → ∞.

Now, we turn our attention to term (21). We can further decompose (21) as follows:

|(21)|

≤ 1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

∣∣∣∣∣
iτ(c)+τmix(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)

(
E [n̂⋆

r(s) |X(iτ(c))]

− E
[
n̂⋆
r(s) | Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

] )∣∣∣∣∣ (23)

+
1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

∣∣∣∣∣
(i+1)τ(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)+τmix(c)

(
E [n̂⋆

r(s) |X(iτ(c))]

− E
[
n̂⋆
r(s) | Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

] )∣∣∣∣∣, (24)

for 0 ≤ τmix(c) ≤ τ(c). It is important to chose τmix(c) so that the link process has (ap-
proximately) reached its steady state when the system reaches τmix(c). Therefore, until
τmix(c), there is a need to sacrifice system performance. It will be shown that the payoff
up to τmix(c), corresponding to term (23), is bounded. Using the triangle inequality and
observing that the maximum number of requests served in a single time slot is bounded by
B, (23) can be upper-bounded as follows:

1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

∣∣∣∣∣
iτ(c)+τmix(c)−1∑

s=iτ(c)

(
E [n̂⋆

r(s) |X(iτ(c))]

− E
[
n̂⋆
r(s) | Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

] )∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2Bτmix(c)t

τ(c)
. (25)
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Now for (24), we use the time-scale separation to show it vanishes as c → ∞. By leveraging
the assumption of policy π⋆(τ(c)) that during each time segment {iτ(c), . . . , (i+ 1)τ(c)},
the schedules (σ(n(j)),n(j)) for all j ∈ {iτ(c), . . . , (i+ 1)τ(c)− 1} are determined based
on the request queue lengths at the beginning of the segment that is Q̄c(iτ(c)), even though
request queue lengths evolve during this time segment. Using this, we can rewrite and
upper bound (24) as follows:

(24) ≤ 1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)+τmix(c)

∣∣∣∣∣µ′
Q(iτ(c))

[
PQ(iτ(c))

]s
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c

( iτ(c)
c

))
(26)

− µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))
[
PQ(iτ(c))

]s
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c

( iτ(c)
c

)) ∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)+τmix(c)

2B
∥∥∥µ′

Q(iτ(c))

[
PQ(iτ(c))

]s
− µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))

[
PQ(iτ(c))

]s∥∥∥
TV

(27)

≤ 1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)+τmix(c)

2B
∥∥∥µ′

Q(iτ(c)) − µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))
∥∥∥

TV

ρs (28)

≤ 4Bρτmix(c)t

(1− ρ)τ(c)
. (29)

In the first inequality, µ′
Q(iτ(c)) represents the initial distribution of the Z process which

may not be stationary. Furthermore, (27) is derived from:

∣∣∣µ′
Q

[
PQ

]s
n̂⋆
r(iτ(c))− µπ⋆(Q)

[
PQ

]s
n̂⋆
r(iτ(c))

∣∣∣ ≤ B
∑
z∈Z

∣∣∣∣∣∑
z′∈Z

(
µ′
Q(z′)− µπ⋆(Q)

) [
PQ

]s
z′z

∣∣∣∣∣
= 2B

1

2

∑
z∈Z

∣∣∣µ′
Q(z)

[
PQ

]s
z
− µπ⋆(Q)(z)

[
PQ

]s
z

∣∣∣ = 2B
∥∥∥µ′

Q

[
PQ

]s − µπ⋆(Q)
[
PQ

]s∥∥∥
TV

,

(For brevity, we suppress the dependence of Q on iτ(c)). In (28), we have used our
mixing time lemma, Lemma 1. Finally, in the last inequality (29), we used the bound∥∥∥µ′

Q(iτ(c)) − µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))
∥∥∥

TV

≤ 2.

Therefore, applying (25) and (29) to (21), we have

|(21)| ≤ 2Bτmix(c)t

τ(c)
+

4Bρτmix(c)t

(1− ρ)τ(c)
.

Hence, by selecting τmix(c) =
∣∣∣α log(c)
log(ρ)

∣∣∣ for α > 0 and choosing τ(c) = (log(c))2, the upper

bound in the above expression approaches 0 as c → ∞. This proves that (21) converges to
0 as c → ∞.
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Finally we turn to the limit of (22). Since we are staring Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)), we can
write

1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)

E
[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
| Z(iτ(c)) ∼ µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)),Q(iτ(c))

]
=

1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)

Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)) [γrn
⋆
r ] .

So we have established that Term (20) tends to zero as c → ∞ by applying the Azuma-
Hoeffding inequality, and leveraging time-scale separation, term (21) also vanishes as c → ∞.
So term (22) is the only term remaining. Thus we see that

D̄r(t) = lim
c→∞

1

c

∑
i:iτ(c)≤ct

(i+1)τ(c)−1∑
s=iτ(c)

Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)) [γrn
⋆
r ] . (30)

Thus, we see that (18) holds as required. ■

Here, we see that due to timescale separation, the departure process on the fluid scale is
ultimately determined by the stationary distribution of LLEs. This observation is critical
both in characterizing the non-standard capacity region of these system and for finding
throughput optimal policies.

We now see that the stationary distribution of the ARE policy determines the departure
process’s limit. In the next section, we can use this to establish the departure process’s
optimality.

5.1.3 Optimality of Limit Points

So far, we have established that the limit of any convergent subsequence of
(
Q̄c

)
c∈N satisfies

fluid model equations (13)-(14) and we have seen that the departure process is determined
by a timescale separation. We now need to verify (15) with the following proposition.

Proposition 3. For any agnostic policy π̄ ∈ A the following inequality holds∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)dD̄r(u) ≥
∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ̄ [γrnr]du . (15)

Proposition 3 is a consequence of Proposition 2. Its proof is given in Section C of the
appendix.

We can now conclude the proof of Theorem 3. We have now shown, as required, the
tightness of the sequence

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N and that any limit point of this sequence

satisfies the fluid model equations (13), (14) and (15). This completes the proof of Theorem
3. ■
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5.2 Fluid Stability: Proof of Theorem 4

To prove the fluid stability, we show that there exists a T > 0 such that for every fluid
solution

(
Ā, Q̄, D̄

)
satisfying equations (13)-(15) with

∥∥Q̄(0)
∥∥
1
= 1, we have Q̄r(t) =

0, r ∈ R, ∀ t ≥ T. Consider a Lyapunov function L(Q̄(t)) = 1
2

∑
r∈R Q̄2

r(t). Using fluid
model equations (13)-(15), the derivative of L(Q̄(t)) is:

dL(Q̄(t))

dt
=

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)λr −
∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)D̄
′
r(t). (31)

Now from Theorem 1, we know that for any λ ∈ C◦ there exists an agnostic policy π′ such
that for some ϵ ∈ (0, 1) we have

λr + ϵ <
∑
z∈Z

µπ′
(z)

∑
(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr = Ez∼µπ′ [γrn̄r] , ∀r ∈ R . (32)

Using (32) in (31) we can write

dL(Q̄(t))

dt
≤

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)Ez∼µπ′ [γrn̄r]−
∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t)D̄
′
r(t)− ϵ

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(t). (33)

Note that the term
∑

r∈R
∑

z∈Z µπ′
(z)

∑
(σ,n)∈S p(σ,n|z)nrγrQ̄r(t) corresponds to the av-

erage reward under the policy π′. Integrating and applying (15) and then (32) we see
that

L(Q̄(t))− L(Q̄(s)) ≤
∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ′ [γrn̄r]du−
∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)dD̄r(u)−
∫ t

s
ϵ
∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)du

≤ −
∫ t

s
ϵ
∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)du ≤ − ϵ√
|R|

∫ t

s
L(Q(u))

1
2du .

The last inequality follows using the bound:
∥∥Q̄(u)

∥∥
1
≥ ∥Q̄(u)∥

2√
|R|

. From this, we see that at

any point of differentiability

dL(Q̄(t))

dt
≤ − ϵ√

|R|
(
L(Q̄(t))

)1/2
. (34)

From (34) it can be observed that if L(Q̄(T )) = 0 at any differentiable point T , then
L(Q̄(t)) = 0 for all t ≥ T . On the other hand, while L(Q̄(t)) > 0, we have from (34)

(
L(Q̄(t))

)1/2 − (
L(Q̄(0))

)1/2
=

1

2

∫ t

0

(
L(Q̄(t))

)−1/2 dL(Q̄(t))

dt
dt ≤ − ϵ

2
√

|R|
t.

Thus,

L(Q̄(t)) ≤
((

L(Q̄(0))
)1/2 − ϵ

2
√

|R|
t
)2

+
.
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Moreover, the function L(Q̄(t)) is continuous and non-increasing. Hence, for
∥∥Q̄(0)

∥∥
1
̸= 0,

L(Q̄(t)) = 0 for all t ≥ T where

T =
2
√
|R|

(
L(Q̄(0))

)1/2
ϵ

,

and we have Q̄r(t) = 0 for r ∈ R, for all t ≥ T . This completes the proof of Theorem 4. ■

6 Conclusion

This work proposes an optimal scheduling scheme for LLEs with finite lifetimes in a quantum
switch to serve incoming entanglement requests. We analyze a general graph topology, which
is significantly different from the simplified topologies explored in prior works.

A key contribution is a novel, asymptotically optimal scheduling policy called the ARE
policy. The ARE policy optimizes the utilization of link-level entanglements to serve incom-
ing requests efficiently. Furthermore, the paper makes significant technical contributions by
developing a novel method to establish the fluid limit using two-time scale separation in a
general quantum switch. Our work has substantive implications for advances in quantum
networking. In future work, we will study entanglement purification protocols that require
analysis of two-sided queues. A future direction is to establish guarantees for the mean
delay of the ARE policy.
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[39] C. H. Bennett, G. Brassard, C. Crépeau, R. Jozsa, A. Peres, and W. K. Wootters,
“Teleporting an unknown quantum state via dual classical and einstein-podolsky-rosen
channels,” Physical review letters, vol. 70, no. 13, p. 1895, 1993.

[40] P. Nain, G. Vardoyan, S. Guha, and D. Towsley, “On the analysis of a multipartite
entanglement distribution switch,” Proceedings of the ACM on Measurement and Anal-
ysis of Computing Systems, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 1–39, 2020.

[41] J. W. Z. Lau, K. H. Lim, H. Shrotriya, and L. C. Kwek, “Nisq computing: where
are we and where do we go?” AAPPS Bulletin, vol. 32, pp. 1–30, 2022. [Online].
Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252538719

30

https://doi.org/10.1145/3392141
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.2616950
https://doi.org/10.1214/14-AAP1057
https://doi.org/10.1145/3152042.3152052
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252538719


[42] S. Brandhofer, S. Devitt, T. Wellens, and I. Polian, “Special session: Noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (nisq) computers—how they work, how they fail, how to
test them?” in 2021 IEEE 39th VLSI Test Symposium (VTS), 2021, pp. 1–10.

[43] Y. Wang, M. Um, Z. Junhua, S. An, M. Lyu, J.-n. Zhang, L. Duan, D. Yum, and
K. Kim, “Single-qubit quantum memory exceeding 10-minute coherence time,” Nature
Photonics, vol. 11, 10 2017.

[44] P. Fittipaldi, A. Giovanidis, and F. Grosshans, “ A Linear Algebraic Framework
for Dynamic Scheduling Over Memory-Equipped Quantum Networks ,” IEEE
Transactions on Quantum Engineering, vol. 5, no. 01, pp. 1–18, Jan. 2024. [Online].
Available: https://doi.ieeecomputersociety.org/10.1109/TQE.2023.3341151

[45] M. Andrews, K. Kumaran, K. Ramanan, A. Stolyar, R. Vijayakumar, and P. Whiting,
“Scheduling in a queuing system with asynchronously varying service rates,” Probability
in the Engineering and Informational Sciences, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 191–217, 2004.
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A Proof of Theorem 1

We now restate and prove Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. A necessary condition for λ ∈ C is that there exists a request agnostic policy
π with LLE process having stationary distribution µ such that

λr ≤
∑
z∈Z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr , ∀r ∈ R . (5)

A sufficient condition for λ ∈ C is that there exists a request agnostic policy π with LLE
process having stationary distribution µ such that

λr <
∑
z∈Z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr , ∀r ∈ R . (6)

Proof. We first prove (5) holds. To do this, we take any stabilizable policy. We then use
the long-run service process of that policy to design an LLE scheduling scheme with the
correct stationary service rate to satisfy (5).

First, if λ ∈ C, then let X(∞) = (Z(∞),Q(∞)) denote the stationary distribution
of the Markov chain that is positive recurrent under λ. Also, we let dr(∞) denote the
stationary number type r requests that depart. Thus we have for r ∈ R,

λr ≤ E [dr(∞)]

=
∑
z,q

P(X(∞) = (z, q))
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z, q)nrγr . (35)

Above, (35) the expanded expression for the stationary departure rate. Here p(σ,n|z, q)
denotes the stationary probability the schedule (σ,n) is selected given the system state
(z, q).
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Conditioning on Z(∞), we can further write

λr ≤
∑
z

P(Z(∞) = z)
∑
q

P(Q(∞) = q|Z(∞) = z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z, q)nrγr,

=
∑
z

P(Z(∞) = z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr (36)

where
p(σ,n|z) :=

∑
q

P(Q(∞) = q | Z(∞) = z)p(σ,n|z, q) (37)

denotes the probability that schedule (σ,n) is selected in stationary regime given that
Z(∞) = z.

We can now use it to define an entanglement matching policy that is agnostic to request
queues. In particular, we define the request agnostic policy π̂ where whenever the left side
queues are in state z, we choose the schedule (σ,n) with probability p(σ,n|z) as given by
(37). We let Ẑ(∞) denote the stationary number of LLEs under this policy.

We now show that Ẑ(∞) and Z(∞) are equal in distribution.8 We prove this by
verifying both distributions satisfy identical balance equations.

First the balance equations for Ẑ(∞) are

P(Ẑ(∞) = z) =
∑
z′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

P(Z(1) = z|Z(0) = z′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)p(σ,n|z′)P(Ẑ(∞) = z′) .

(38)
Here, z′ indicates the initial state of the stationary distribution, and z represents the next
state reached after one transition. Next, the balance equations for X(∞) = (Z(∞),Q(∞))
are :

P(Z(∞) = z,Q(∞) = q)

=
∑
z′q′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

[
P(Z(1) = z,Q(1) = q|Z(0) = z′,Q(0) = q′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)

× p(σ,n|z′, q′)

× P(Z(∞) = z′,Q(∞) = q′)
]
. (39)

Thus, summing over q gives

P(Z(∞) = z)

=
∑
q

P(Z(∞) = z,Q(∞) = q)

8For a standard switching model these are immediately equal as they are both independent of the queue
size process Q(∞); however, in our case this property that must be verified. The following calculations are
not standard in prior analysis on Maximal Stability.
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=
∑
q z′q′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

[
P(Z(1) = z,Q(1) = q|Z(0) = z′,Q(0) = q′,n(0) = n, ,σ(0) = σ)

× p(σ,n|z′, q′)

× P(Z(∞) = z′,Q(∞) = q′)
]

(40)

=
∑
z′q′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

[
P(Z(1) = z|Z(0) = z′,Q(0) = q′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)

× p(σ,n|z′, q′)

× P(Z(∞) = z′,Q(∞) = q′)
]

(41)

=
∑
z′q′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

[
P(Z(1) = z|Z(0) = z′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)

× p(σ,n|z′, q′)

× P(Q(∞) = q′|Z(∞) = z′)P(Z(∞) = z′)
]

(42)

=
∑
z′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

P(Z(1) = z|Z(0) = z′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)

×
[∑

q′

p(σ,n|z′, q′)P(Q(∞) = q′|Z(∞) = z′)
]
P(Z(∞) = z′) (43)

=
∑
z′

∑
(σ,n)∈S

P(Z(1) = z|Z(0) = z′,n(0) = n,σ(0) = σ)p(σ,n|z′)P(Z(∞) = z′) . (44)

Above in (40), we apply (39). In (41) we sum over q. In (42), we note that the transition
from z′ to z does not depend on q′ once we condition on the schedule n, and we also
condition on z′. In (43) we notice we can bring sum over q′ inside. In (44) we note by our
definition (37) that this inner sum is p(σ,n|z′). From (44) and (38) we see that both Z(∞),
Ẑ(∞) satisfy the same balance equation (on the same irreducible set of states). Thus by
uniqueness of stationary distributions Z(∞), Ẑ(∞) are equal in distribution.

We can now see that (5) holds. In particular, we let µ(z) = P(Ẑ(∞) = z) = P(Z(∞) =
z) then, from (35), we see that our request agnostic policy π̂ is such that

λr ≤
∑
z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr .

This verifies (5) and completes the first part of the theorem.
For the second part, we apply Foster’s Lemma.9 Consider an agnostic policy such that

λr <
∑
z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr

9Again, there are some complications when compared to more traditional maximal stability proofs due
to the random evolution of the service process.
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holds. Notice that if the LLE process is stationary, then we have for all q sufficiently large

E
[∑

r

Qr(t+ 1)−
∑
r

Qr(t)|Q(t) = q,Z(t) ∼ µ
]

=
∑
r

(
λr −

∑
z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr

)
< 0 .

Thus, in principle, if it were not for Markov evolution of the Z(t) process, then we could
directly apply Foster’s Lemma. In order to deal with this issue, we simply need to give the
process sufficient time to approach equilibrium and then we can apply Lyapunov arguments.
We start by proving stability for one queue, since (Z(t), Qr(t)) is a Markov chain for agnostic
policies. We then use our queue size bound to prove stability for (Z(t),Q(t)). We apply
the Lyapunov argument of Bertsimas et al. [50]. This is the plan for the remainder of the
proof. 10

We let
ϵr :=

(∑
z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr

)
− λr .

We note that under this policy the lefthand process Z(t) is an ergodic Markov chain thus
there exists a t0 such for all t ≥ t0∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
z

µ(z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr −
∑
z

P(Z(t) = z)
∑

(σ,n)∈S

p(σ,n|z)nrγr

∣∣∣∣∣∣ < ϵr
2
.

Thus for t ≥ t0, we have

E[Qr(t+ 1)−Qr(t)|Qr(t) = qr] ≤ −ϵr
2
,

for any qr > B. We can apply Foster-Lyapunov to the above expression to prove that
(Z(t), Qr(t)) is a positive recurrent Markov chain. Further by [50], we have that E[Qr(∞)] <
∞ and thus E[

∑
r Qr(∞)] < ∞ and thus we see that the Markov chain (Z(t),Q(t)) is

positive recurrent.
■

B Tightness: Proof of Proposition 1

We now restate and prove Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. The sequence of stochastic processes
(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N under the

ARE policy is tight with respect to the topology of uniform convergence on compact time
intervals.

10We note that an alternative approach is to Apply Foster-Lyapunov over renewal cycles of the process
Z and apply Theorem 8.13 of Robert [51]. Another approach would be to consider a quadratic Lyapunov
function and then apply a similar argument to [20].
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Proof. To prove tightness, we show that there exists a measurable set G with P(G) = 1,
such that for all ω ∈ G, any subsequence of

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N under the ARE policy

contains a further subsequence that converges uniformly on compact time intervals.
Firstly, since λc belongs to the compact set C, we can chose a subsequent along which

λc converges to some value λ. As discussed in Subsection 2.2, for each r ∈ R, the collection
(Ar(t) − Ar(t − 1) : t ∈ N) consists of i.i.d. random variables with mean λr. Therefore,
by the Functional Strong Law of Large Numbers, on a set G1 with P(G1) = 1, we have for
each r ∈ R

Āc
r(t) → λrt,

as c → ∞, with the convergence being uniform on compact intervals. Similarly since Zl(t)
is bounded we have

Z̄c
l (t) → 0

as c → ∞, with the convergence being uniform on compact intervals. From the Arzelà-
Ascoli Theorem, we know that any sequence of equicontinuous functions Ȳ c(t) on [0, T ] for
T > 0, with supc

∣∣Ȳ c(0)
∣∣ < ∞, has a converging subsequence with respect to the uniform

norm. We will now verify that any subsequence of
(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N satisfies both

conditions for any ω ∈ G1.
Since Āc

r(0) and D̄c
r(0) are initially 0 and ∥Q̄c(0)∥1≤ 1, the supremum is also bounded.

The equicontinuity of the sequence Āc
r follows from uniform convergence on compact in-

tervals. Moreover, the fact that the maximum number of requests served in each time
slot is bounded above by B implies that D̄c

r is Lipschitz continuous, which in turn implies
the equicontinuity of this sequence. Finally, since Q̄c

r is the sum of a bounded number
of equicontinuous functions, the sequence Q̄c

r is also equicontinuous. Therefore, as the
conditions of the Arzelà-Ascoli Theorem are satisfied for all ω ∈ G1, every subsequence of(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N contains a further subsequence that converges uniformly. Moreover,

since these sequences of functions are uniformly Lipschitz continuous, their limits must also
be Lipschitz continuous. ■

C Optimality of Limit Points: Proof of Proposition 3

Proposition 3. For any agnostic policy π̄ ∈ A the following inequality holds∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)dD̄r(u) ≥
∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ̄ [γrnr]du . (15)

Proof. We quickly note the following technical point before proceeding with the proof:
D̄r(u) is an increasing Lipschitz continuous function, and thus, its derivative exists every-
where except a set of measure zero. Thus we can take the Lebegue integral of the derivative
of D̄′

r(u) when it exists. See Dudley [52], for instance, for further details.
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To see why (15) holds, we observe that the prelimit summations are Riemann integral
approximations for the integrals above. In particular, notice that by (18)∫ t

s
Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ̄ [γrn̄r]du = lim

c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))Ez∼µπ̄ [γrn̄r] , (45)

∫ t

s
Q̄r(u)dD̄r(u) = lim

c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)) [γrn

⋆
r ] , (46)

where ⌊i⌋τ(c) :=
⌊

i
τ(c)

⌋
τ(c)
c is the most recent time index, as a multiple of τ(c).

Notice by the definition of π⋆(Q(iτ(c)) being the optimal average MDP solution c.f.
(11), we have for all i

Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))

[∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))γrn

⋆
r

]
≥ Ez∼µπ̄

[∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))γrn̄r

]
. (47)

Combining (45), (46) and (47) we see that∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)D̄
′
r(u)du = lim

c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c)) [γrn

⋆
r ]

= lim
c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

∑
r∈R

Ez∼µπ⋆(Q(iτ(c))

[∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))γrn

⋆
r

]

≥ lim
c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

∑
r∈R

Ez∼µπ̄

[∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c))γrn̄r

]

= lim
c→∞

1

c

⌊ct⌋∑
i=⌊cs⌋+1

∑
r∈R

Q̄c
r(⌊i⌋τ(c)) · Ez∼µπ̄ [γrn̄r] =

∫ t

s

∑
r∈R

Q̄r(u)Ez∼µπ̄ [γrn̄r]du.

Thus we see that (15) hold as required. ■

D Stochastic Stability: Proof of Theorem 5

To prove the positive recurrence of the Markov process X̄c under the policy π⋆(τ(c)),
Proposition 1, Theorem 4 and general stability results from [53, 54, 55] are applied. The
main idea is to leverage the L1 convergence of a subsequence of

(
Q̄c(t)

)
c∈N in conjunction

with the multiplicative Foster’s Lemma.
Note that if the policies π⋆(τ(c)) were not asymptotically throughput optimal then the

following converse claim must hold:

There exists an ϵ > 0 such that for all cϵ ∈ N there exists a c > cϵ and an arrival
rate vector λc ∈ Cϵ such that the policy π⋆(τ(c)) is not positive recurrent.

(48)
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We will now argue that this cannot be the case.
We consider the sequence of arrival rates and queueing networks

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c∈N

as described in (48) each operating under the policy π⋆(τ(c)). Since Cϵ is compact, any
limit point of λc belongs to Cϵ. Recall that for a sequence of random variables converges in
distribution and is uniformly integrable, convergences in L1. By Proposition 1 and Theorem
3,

(
λc, Q̄c, Āc, D̄c, Z̄c

)
c
has a subsequence that converges to

(
λ, Q̄,λt, D̄c,0t

)
where Q̄ fluid

solution with arrival rate λ ∈ Cϵ. Let the subsequence be
(
λck , Q̄ck , Āck , D̄ck , Z̄ck

)
k∈N.

From the fluid stability Theorem 4 notice that T can be chosen uniformly for all λ ∈ Cϵ.
This observation will help us prove asymptotic throughput optimality. , we know that there
exits a T > 0 such that for all λ ∈ Cϵ Q̄r(T ) = 0 for r ∈ R. Therefore, the subsequence(
Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )

)
k∈N converges in distribution to (Z̄(T ), Q̄(T )) = (0,0). Next, we claim

that the subsequence
(
Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )

)
k∈N is uniformly integrable.

It is important to note that the sequence
(
Z̄c(t), Q̄c(t)

)
c∈N is uniformly integrable for

any t ≥ 0. This is because the unscaled LLE process Zc(t) is uniformly bounded and
because the queue length process Q̄c(t) is bounded above by the cumulative request arrival
process Āc(t) plus Q̄c(0). Moreover, we have E[(Āc(t))2] is bounded as the increments
of Āc(t) are assumed to have bounded variance. Hence, ensuring uniform integrability of(
Q̄c(t)

)
c∈N.

Since the subsequence
(
Z̄c(t), Q̄c(t)

)
c∈N is uniformly integrable and

(
Z̄c(T ), Q̄c(T )

)
converges in distribution to (Z̄(T ), Q̄(T )) = (0,0), we also have L1 converges for the
subsequence

lim
k→∞

E
∥∥(Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )

)∥∥
1
= E

∥∥(Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )
)∥∥

1
= 0. (49)

The above L1 convergence implies that there exists a cϵ such that for all c > cϵ we have

E
∥∥(Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )

)∥∥
1
< (1− δ), (50)

for any δ > 0. Therefore, for c =
∥∥(Z̄ck(T ), Q̄ck(T )

)∥∥
1
> cϵ we can write

E [∥(Zc(cT ),Qc (cT ))∥1 − ∥(Zc(0),Qc(0))∥1 | Q(0)] ≤ −δc, (51)

where the inequality follows from (50). The inequality in (51) shows that the conditions
of the Multiplicative Foster’s Lemma are met [see Proposition 4.6 of [54]]. Therefore, the
request queue process Q̄c under the policy π⋆(τ(c)) is positive recurrent for all c > cϵ. Thus
we see that (48) cannot hold. ■

E Azuma-Hoeffding Lemma

We analyze a sequence of nested Martingale difference sequences with the following Azzuma-
Hoeffding Lemma. Arguments of this type are regularly used for mixing bounds in rein-
forcement learning [56].
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Lemma 2. Let

mr(i, s) =
[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(iτ(c) + s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
− E

[
n̂⋆
r

(
Z(iτ(c) + s), Q̄c(iτ(c)/c)

)
| Fiτ(c)

]]
, r ∈ R,

where Fiτ(c) = σ (X(s) : 0 ≤ s ≤ iτ(c)) is the filtration11 and |mr(i, s)| ≤ B for all i > 0,
s > 0. Then for any δ > 0 we have following bound

P

sup
u≤t

∣∣∣∣∣∣1c
τ(c)−1∑
s=1

∑
i:iτ(c)≤cu

mr(i, s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

 ≤ 2τ(c) exp
−cδ2

2τ(c)B2t
. (52)

Thus for τ(c) = O(c1−ϵ) for some ϵ we have, with probability 1, uniformly on compact time
intervals ∣∣∣∣∣∣1c

τ(c)−1∑
s=1

∑
i:iτ(c)≤cu

mr(i, s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ −−−→c→∞
0.

Proof. Using a union bound, we can write

P

sup
u≤t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
τ(c)−1∑
s=1

∑
i:iτ(c)≤cu

mr(i, s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ cδ

 ≤ P

∃s ≤ τ(c)− 1 : sup
u≤t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i:iτ(c)≤cu

mr(i, s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ cδ

τ(c)


≤

τ(c)−1∑
s=1

P

sup
u≤t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i:iτ(c)≤ct

mr(i, s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ cδ

τ(c)

 .

Note that
∑

i:iτ(c)≤ctmr(i, s) is a martingale difference sequence. Hence, the result follows
by applying the Azuma-Hoeffding Inequality [57] to the last term in the above inequality.
This can be applied to the maximum of the process by combining Azuma-Hoeffding with
Doob’s maximal inequality.

For almost sure convergence, we note that the summation of the (52) if finite for all
δ > 0. By the Borel-Cantelli Lemma this implies almost convergence below δ and since this
holds for all δ > 0 this implies almost sure convergence to zero as required. ■

F Mixing Time Lemmas

We state two lemma on the coefficient of ergodicity. The proof of these can be found in the
references [58, 59].

The following lemma can be applied to show that the coefficient of ergodicity can be
used to establish the mixing properties of a Markov chain.

Lemma 3.

ρ(PP ′) ≤ ρ(P )ρ(P ′) and ||λP − µP ||TV≤ ρ(P )||λ− µ||TV .
11From the Markov property it implies that we can condition on filtration rather the process X.
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The following lemma is due to Dobrushin [60], and we apply this to prove Lemma 1.

Lemma 4 (Dobrushin’s Lemma).

ρ(P ) = 1−min
z1,z2

∑
z∈Z

min {Pz1,z, Pz2,z} .

We can now prove Lemma 1, which ensures uniform fast mixing of LLEs.

Lemma 1. There exists a constant ρ such that for all Q,

ρ(PQ) ≤ ρ < 1 .

Proof. We apply Dobrushin’s Lemma. Specifically, we note that for all Q

P(Z(t+ 1) = 0|Z(t) = z,Q(t) = Q) ≥ δB|Z| .

Note this corresponds to the event where the left-hand queue empties due to the decoherence
of all LLEs. Thus, it holds that

min
z1,z2

∑
z∈Z

min
{
PQ
z1,z, P

Q
z2,z

}
≥ min

z1,z2
min

{
PQ
z1,0

, PQ
z2,0

}
≥ δB|Z| .

Thus, applying Dobrushin’s Lemma:

ρ(PQ) = 1−min
z1,z2

∑
z∈Z

min
{
PQ
z1,z, P

Q
z2,z

}
≤ 1− δB|Z| =: ρ < 1 ,

as required. ■

G Instablity Proof with Random Decoherence.

We have already given a counter-example demonstrating that MaxWeight is not through-
put optimal with deterministic LLE lifetimes and arrival processes. We now extend this
argument for Bernoulli arrivals and fixed decoherence probabilities.

Theorem 2. The MaxWeight policy is not optimal for throughput when LLEs have proba-
bilistic decoherences.

Proof. Outline. We develop a counter-example for the network described in Figure 3. Here,
all transitions are Bernoulli random variables, unlike our previous counterexample. In
particular, request arrivals occur as Bernoulli processes with probabilities λih for i = 0, 1, 2.
LLEs arrive with probabilities µih for i = 0, 1, 2. In both cases, h is a small but positive
number. Queue 0 has a high probability of decoherence, 1 − h2, whereas Queues 1 and 2
have a low probability of decoherence, h2. For the network depicted in Figure 3, type 0
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Figure 3: Queueing network topology with transitions

requests are served jointly by type 0, type 1, and type 2 LLEs; type 1 requests are served
by type 1 LLEs; and type 2 requests are served by type-2 LLEs.

We consider two policies: MaxWeight and the policy that prioritizes Queue 0, which we
call P0. Find settings where the network is unstable under MaxWeight but stable under
the P0 policy. Thus demonstrating that MaxWeight cannot be throughput optimal.

A Continuous Time Limit. To briefly give some intuition for the proof, notice if we let h → 0
and we rescale time into intervals of length h, then our network converges to a continuous
time Markov chain with arrival rates λi and service rates µi for i = 0, 1, 2, where LLEs at
Queues 1 and 2 have infinite lifetimes and the LLE at Queue 0 decoheres instantaneously,
unless it is served at the moment it arrives. Given the unavailability of Queue 0 LLEs, it is
not too hard to show that for this continuous-time Markov chain, MaxWeight will prioritize
Queues 1 and 2, whereas by definition, P0 prioritizes Queue 0. Thus, for MaxWeight,
we only serve Queue 0 when Queues 1 and 2 are empty, which occurs at a proportion of
(1−λ1/µ1)(1−λ2/µ2). (Note Queues 1 and 2 behave independently under MaxWeight and
are individual empty with probability (1−λi/µi), i = 1, 2.) Similarly, for the P0 policy, we
only serve Queues 1 and 2 at a proportion of (1 − λ0/µ̃0). (Here µ̃−1

0 is the mean service
rate of Queue 0, which is the time for two LLEs to arrive at Queue 1 and 2 and for an LLE
to arrive at Queue 0. The exact formula for this is given below in (B).) This leads to the
following condition for the instability of MaxWeight and two conditions for the stability of
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the priority policy:

µ0

(
1− λ1

µ1

)(
1− λ2

µ2

)
< λ0, (A)

1

µ̃0
:=

1

µ1
+

1

µ2
− 1

µ1 + µ2
+

1

µ0
<

1

λ0
, (B)(

1− λ0

µ̃0

)
>

λ1

µ1
, and

(
1− λ0

µ̃0

)
>

λ2

µ2
. (C)

The first condition (A) is the condition for the instability of Queue 0 under MaxWeight.
The second condition (B) is the condition for the stability of Queue 0 under the P0 policy.
(Note that service requires waiting for two LLEs to arrive at Queues 1 and 2 and for an
LLE to arrive at Queue 0. The maximum of two exponential random variables plus an
additional exponential has a mean of µ̃−1

0 defined as above. Thus, the condition ensures the
interarrival times are longer than service times.) The third condition (C) is the condition
for the stability of Queues 1 and 2 under the P0 policy. (Note that the long-run service
rate of Queue 1, which occurs when Queue 0 is idle, is µ1(1−λ0/µ̃0), and to be stable, this
rate must be greater than λ1.)

Thus, if we can find parameters for which (A)-(C) are satisfied, we see that P0 is stable,
and MaxWeight is not. Thus, MaxWeight cannot be optimal for throughput. This covers
the case of the continuous-time model. Some related proofs for CTMCs can be found in
the paper of Bonald and Massoulié [46]. Now it remains to identify the parameters for
which the conditions in (A)-(C) are satisfied and to verify that the DTMC satisfies these
conditions for sufficiently small h.

Parameters Satisfying (A)-(C). We verify that there exist parameters for which (A)-(C)
are satisfied. In particular, we can take

λ1 = λ2 = 150, µ1 = µ2 = 200, λ0 = 4, µ0 = 20 .

For Condition (A):

µ0

(
1− λ1

µ1

)(
1− λ2

µ2

)
= 20× 1

4
× 1

4
= 1.25 < 4 = λ0 .

For Condition (B):

1

µ̃0
:=

1

200
+

1

200
− 1

400
+

1

20
=

23

400
<

1

4
=

1

λ0
.

For Condition (C): (
1− λ0

µ̃0

)
= 1− 92

400
=

308

400
>

3

4
=

λ1

µ1
=

λ2

µ2
.

Thus we see that there are parameters for which (A)-(C) hold.
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Analysis for DTMC. We have now completed the main conceptual components of the proof.
What follows below is a detailed proof of the above inequalities, which accounts for the
discrete transitions in the prelimit network, which depend on h. Here we show that (A)-(C)
hold for sufficiently small h. Moreover, we show that each expression is correct up to terms
that are o(1) as h → 0.12

Notice that excluding the transition for the decoherence of the type 0 LLE, all transitions
have a probability that is O(h). Thus, the probability of a pair of any such transitions
occurring simultaneously is O(h2). In particular, the probability of two transitions occurring
simultaneously is bounded above by h2C∗

0 where C∗
0 = maxi=0,1,2{µ2

i , λ
2
i , 1}. Thus, the

probability of two transitions occurring simultaneously is O(h2) is bounded above by C∗
1 =(

7
2

)
C∗
0 . Here,

(
7
2

)
corresponds to the 28 pairs of transitions that can occur. We focus on

verifying the instability condition for MaxWeight (A) and then give conditions (B) and (C).

(A) Instability Condition for MaxWeight. We find parameters where Queue 0 is starved
out by the other two queues. We do this by lower bounding Queue 0 and upper bounding
Queues 1 and 2. In particular, we consider the lower-bound process where we assume every
time there are two simultaneous transitions attempted, we remove a request from Queue 0.
This allows us to analyze situations where only one event occurs at a time since the worst
that can happen from a pair of events is already factored into Queue 0’s performance.

Now, notwithstanding the pairs of events just discussed, notice that whenever there is
an LLE in Queue 1 or 2, that queue will be served if there is work to be done. In other
words, unless two transitions occur simultaneously, Queues 1 and 2 have priority in effect
over type 0. Thus, excluding transitions with probability O(h2), Queue 0 can only be served
if both Queues 1 and 2 are empty.

Idle Queue Conditions. Notice that for Queues 1 (and Queue 2), there is only one transition
of order O(h) that is influenced by other queues, that is, when the queue is empty, and there
is service of an LLE waiting at Queue 1. (This is because the LLE could be used to serve
Queue 0 or Queue 1.) This transition is always bounded below by λ1, the probability of
an arrival at Queue 1. In other words, the transition at the queue and thus the queue size
process at Queue 1 can be bounded below by a single server queue with arrival probability
λ1h and departure probability µ1h − O(h2). Thus we can bound above the time that the
Queue 1 spends idle with an LLE waiting by:

P (Queue 1 is idle with an LLE) ≤ 1− λ1

µ1
−O(h) .

We can apply the same coupling to Queue 2, and since the processes considered are inde-
pendent we have that

P (Both Queue 1 & 2 idle with an LLE) ≤
(
1− λ1

µ1

)(
1− λ2

µ2

)
+O(h).

12Such inequalities can likely be verified by a weak convergence argument. However, we provide direct
proof here.
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Thus, we must wait for an LLE to arrive. Thus, the rate of departure can be bounded
above by:

hµ0

(
1− λ1

µ1

)(
1− λ2

µ2

)
+O(h2) .

Thus, with the above upper-bound on the long run departure rate from Queue 0, we arrive
at the condition that Queue 0 will be unstable for h sufficiently small, provided λ and µ
satisfy:

µ0

(
1− λ1

µ1

)(
1− λ2

µ2

)
< λ0 . (A)

(B) Mean Service Time. Conversely, suppose we prioritize Queue 0. That is, we only use
LLEs for Queues 1 and 2 when Queue 0 is empty. In that case, let us bound the service
rate at Queue 0. Notice that since the lifetime of LLE’s at Queue 1 and 2 are O

(
h−2

)
, thus

the probability of the only way of serving Queue 0 (with probability that is not O(h2)) is
that both LLEs at Queue 1 and 2 arrive (and do not depart), and then an LLE arrives at
Queue 0 and is served.

Note the LLE arrival at Queues 1 and 2 is the maximum of two geometric random
variables, with mean 1

hµ1
+ 1

hµ2
− 1

hµ1+hµ2
+O(1), and the time for the LLE arrival at Queue

0 is geometric with mean 1
hµ0

. Thus, the mean time between service epochs at Queue 0 is:

1

hµ1
+

1

hµ2
− 1

hµ1 + hµ2
+

1

hµ0
+O(1) .

In other words, we have that the following condition is sufficient for stability:

1

µ̃0
:=

1

µ1
+

1

µ2
− 1

µ1 + µ2
+

1

µ0
<

1

λ0
. (B)

That is, the mean time between service epochs at Queue 0 is less than the mean time
between arrivals at Queue 0. This gives Condition (B). (Notice that the service rate in (1)
could be quicker if there are LLEs waiting in advance at Queues 0 and 1. Thus, (B) is a
pessimistic and sufficient condition for Queue 0 to be stable.)

(C) Sufficient Condition for Stability. From the above service rate, we see that the time
that the Queue 0 spends idle is at least:(

1− λ0

µ̃0

)
.

Once idle, Queue 1 requests are served at rate hµ1. We have the following sufficient condition
for stability:

µ1

(
1− λ0

µ̃0

)
> λ1 ,

or equivalently: (
1− λ0

µ̃0

)
>

λ1

µ1
. (C)
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This, along with the corresponding condition for Queue 2, gives Condition (C).

Conclusion. In summary, we see that conditions (A)-(C) are satisfied for sufficiently small
h. We have given parameters for which P0 can be stable but MaxWeight is not stable.
Thus, MaxWeight is not optimal for throughput in the setting of a Quantum switch with
entanglement memories.

■

Remark 3. We note that by adding further queues, Queues 3, 4, 5, ..., N , we can include
further products in condition (A). This will further exacerbate MaxWeight’s instability.
This suggests that the loss of throughput can decrease multiplicatively with the network
size.
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