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As quantum computers require highly
specialized and stable environments to op-
erate, expanding their capabilities within
a single system presents significant techni-
cal challenges. By interconnecting multi-
ple quantum processors, distributed quan-
tum computing can facilitate the execution
of more complex and larger-scale quan-
tum algorithms. End-to-end heuristics for
the distribution of quantum circuits have
been developed so far. In this work, we
derive an exact integer programming ap-
proach for the Distributed Quantum Cir-
cuit (DQC) problem, assuming fixed mod-
ule allocations. Since every DQC algo-
rithm necessarily yields a module alloca-
tion function, our formulation can be inte-
grated with it as a post-processing step.
This improves on the hypergraph parti-
tioning formulation, which finds a module
allocation function and an efficient distri-
bution at once. We also show that a sub-
optimal heuristic to find good allocations
can outperform previous methods. In par-
ticular, for quantum Fourier transform cir-
cuits, we conjecture from experiments that
the optimal module allocation is the trivial
one found by this method.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the capacity of quantum comput-
ing hardware has steadily increased [5, 6, 7, 8, 9].
However, a significant obstacle to realizing the
full potential of quantum computing is the lim-
ited number of qubits available in a single quan-
tum computer (or module) [10, 11, 12, 13]. To
overcome this, distributing a large quantum com-
putation over a network of modules has emerged
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as a promising approach [14, 15, 16, 17, 18].
The Distributed Quantum Circuit (DQC)

problem involves dividing a quantum circuit
across multiple modules. A non-local controlled
unitary gate between two modules can be real-
ized from local operations if the modules share
a Bell state [19, 20, 21], which is referred to as
an ebit [1, 2, 3, 22]. Typically, DQC attempts to
minimize the ebit cost for circuit execution. Its
goal is to map the qubits in the circuit to indi-
vidual modules and determine how to implement
the non-local operations in a way that minimizes
the number of ebits and communications.

This paper primarily considers homogeneous
networks with k ≥ 3 modules. In this setting, dis-
tributions using a hypergraph partitioning formu-
lation and heuristic solvers proved to be the most
effective [3, 22]. However, this approach jointly
determines the module allocation and the imple-
mentation of non-local gates based on that alloca-
tion, even though the former cannot logically de-
pend on the latter. As our main contribution, we
observe that exact integer programming formula-
tions [23, 24, 25] can be derived if the module al-
location function is fixed, demonstrating stability
for various types of circuits. First, we present for-
mulations for k ≥ 4 modules and then show how
it simplifies for k = 3 modules. As a result, our
method can be combined with any DQC solver by
ignoring its distribution steps and adopting only
the module allocation it returns. Our approach
further reduces ebit costs for various types of cir-
cuits, with significant improvements observed in
some structured circuits. This highlights the im-
portance of our post-processing for achieving ro-
bust results.

We also propose a simple suboptimal heuris-
tic to find a module allocation function, although
we currently find it effective only for quantum
Fourier transform (QFT) circuits [19, 26, 27]. In-
terestingly, experimental results suggest that the
proposed heuristic is likely to be optimal for these
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circuits.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 provides an overview of background
and related works. In Section 3, we present de-
tailed derivations and proofs of our binary integer
programming (BIP) formulations, along with an
explanation of the unique characteristics of dis-
tributing QFT circuits. Section 4 presents ex-
perimental results, which have been validated on
various circuits. Finally, Section 5 concludes the
paper and offers a perspective on future work.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Distribution of quantum circuits
In the context of distributed quantum computing,
a module refers to an individual quantum com-
puter that forms part of a larger, interconnected
network [22].

As in previous studies, we consider a quantum
circuit to be composed only of unary and binary
gates [1, 2, 3, 22]. Here, each binary gate is a
controlled-phase (CP ) gate [19]

CP (θ) = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗
(

1
eiθ

)
,

where I denotes the single-qubit identity oper-
ator. Any circuit can be transformed into an
equivalent circuit in this form, a fact that follows
from the universality of the set consisting of all
unary gates and the CNOT gate [4].

Distributing an n-qubit quantum circuit in-
volves two steps. First, each qubit must be as-
signed to a module. Second, non-local gates are
identified based on this module allocation, and
the optimal method to implement these gates
with the least resources is determined. This over-
all process is referred to as the DQC problem.
Typically, a (k, ϵ) balanced partition is used for
module allocation, ensuring that each module
contains at most (1 + ϵ)n

k qubits [1]. By a re-
duction from the hypergraph min-cut problem,
the DQC problem was shown to be NP-hard [2].

2.2 Cat-entanglement & cat-disentanglement
A quantum communication channel enables the
creation of the Bell state

|00⟩AB + |11⟩AB√
2
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Figure 1: A non-local controlled unitary gate can be
realized using only local operations and classical com-
munications at the cost of a single ebit.

between two modules A and B, which is a max-
imally entangled bipartite state. In the context
of DQC, such states are referred to as ebits. Fig-
ure 1 shows how to implement a non-local con-
trolled unitary gate with a single control qubit
|c⟩ and a single target qubit |t⟩ at the cost of
a single ebit. The steps before (after) the con-
trolled unitary gate constitute a cat-entanglement
(cat-disentanglement) process. The former cre-
ates a linked copy of |c⟩ in module B, and the
latter effectively reverses this process. After cat-
disentanglement, the operation |ct⟩ 7→ CP (θ)|ct⟩
has been successfully implemented.

Suppose we create linked copies of a qubit q at
modules other than the one including q. This cat-
entanglement operation (a) commutes with CP
gates acting on q and (b) generally does not com-
mute with arbitrary unary gates acting on q (see
appendices A & B). The first property allows us
to restrict the creation of a linked copy of q in
any module to occur immediately after one of
the unary operations on q or at time 0, assum-
ing that the circuit is compiled exclusively with
CP gates and unary gates. The second property
implies that in general, all linked copies of q in
other modules must be reintegrated into q before
a unary gate acts on q.

2.3 Problem formulation
We represent a quantum circuit acting on a set of
n qubits Q = {qi}ni=1 as a finite set C = U ∪ B,
where

U =
n⋃

i=1

{
(qi, t) | t ∈ T (i) ⊂ N

}
is a set of unary gates and

B =
⋃

1≤i<j≤n

{
({qi, qj}, t) | t ∈ T ({i,j}) ⊂ N

}
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Figure 2: (a) Distribution of a quantum circuit and (b) its hypergraph representation. Gray boxes represent module
indices and gray arrows indicate migrations.

is a set of non-local binary gates. As is clear from
the notation, (qi, t) represents a unary gate acting
on qi at time t and ({qi, qj}, t) represents a binary
gate acting on {qi, qj} at time t. Without loss of
generality, it is assumed that all T (i) and T ({i,j})

are mutually exclusive.
In what follows, we assume that there are k ≥ 3

modules in total, i.e., P = {p1, p2, · · · , pk}, and
that we are given a module allocation function
π : Q → P . This implies that π(qi) ̸= π(qj)
for all ({qi, qj}, t) ∈ B. The concept of migra-
tion was first defined in Ref. [1], which essen-
tially represents the cat-entanglement operation
in Section 2.2. It implicitly assumes that cat-
disentanglements are performed whenever neces-
sary.

Definition 1 (Migration [1]). A migration is
a triple (q, p, t), which translates to creating a
linked copy of q in module p at time t. The set
of all candidate migrations is defined as

M ≡
n⋃

i=1

⋃
p∈P \{π(qi)}

{
(qi, p, t) | t ∈ {0} ∪ T (i)

}
.

Definition 2 (Coverage [1]). For a non-local
CP gate g = ({qi, qj}, t∗), we say that a migra-
tion (q, p, t) (see 1 & 2) or a pair of migrations
{(qi′ , p, t), (qj′ , p, t′)} (see 3) covers g if one of
the following conditions holds, thereby enabling
the execution of g.

1. q = qi, p = π(qj), t = max
t̃∈{0}∪T (i), t̃≤t∗

t̃

2. q = qj , p = π(qi), t = max
t̃∈{0}∪T (j), t̃≤t∗

t̃

3. {i′, j′} = {i, j}, p /∈ {π(qi), π(qj)},
t = max

t̃∈{0}∪T (i′), t̃≤t∗
t̃, t′ = max

t̃∈{0}∪T (j′), t̃≤t∗
t̃

Given π, the problem of finding the minimum
subset of M that covers all gates in B following
Definition 2 is called migration selection under
general coverage (MS-GC). If we do not allow 3
in Definition 2, then the problem is called mi-
gration selection under home coverage (MS-HC).
An efficient optimal algorithm for MS-HC given π
has been identified. On the other hand, MS-GC
is conjectured to be NP-hard, and a heuristic was
proposed, which greedily adds a set of migrations
at each iteration based on some criterion [1].

2.4 Hypergraph partitioning formulation

The problem of quantum circuit distribution can
be reduced to a hypergraph partitioning prob-
lem [2], for which efficient heuristic solvers ex-
ist. This currently achieves the best results for
k ≥ 3 [3, 22]. Given a circuit C, the correspond-
ing hypergraph is constructed as follows. First, a
node is added for each binary gate and for each
qubit. Second, for each qubit qi and time interval
I = (t, t′) such that the following conditions are
satisfied, a hyperedge that connects qi and all the
binary gates that act on qi within I is added, if
such gate exists:

• t, t′ ∈ T (i) ∪ {0,∞}, t < t′

•
{

t′′ | t′′ ∈ T (i), t < t′′ < t′
}

= ∅

• {(j, t′′) | ({qi, qj}, t′′) ∈ B, t < t′′ < t′} ≠ ∅

Figure 2 shows an example circuit distributed
by this method. The coverage of the gate α cor-
responds to 3 in Definition 2, and the coverages
of the gates β and γ corresponds to 1 or 2 in
Definition 2.
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3 Main results
3.1 BIP formulation of MS-GC for k ≥ 4

For notational simplicity, we define

f(i, t) ≡ max
({

t′ ∈ {0} ∪ T (i) | t′ ≤ t
})

,

which denotes the latest time a unary gate is ap-
plied to qi up to time t (or 0 if none exists). We
define the following sets of migrations:

M (1,({qi,qj},t)) ≡ {(qi, π(qj), f(i, t)),
(qj , π(qi), f(j, t))},

M (2,({qi,qj},t)) ≡ {{(qi, p, f(i, t)), (qj , p, f(j, t))}
| p ∈ P \ {π(qi), π(qj)}}.

In simpler terms, M (1,({qi,qj},t)) denotes a pair of
migrations, where each migration in the pair mi-
grates one of the qubits to the other qubit’s mod-
ule; M (2,({qi,qj},t)) denotes a set of pairs of migra-
tions, where each pair in the set comprises migra-
tions that migrate both qubits to a module that
contains neither of them. We proceed to define
the following unions:

M̃ (g) ≡M (1,g) ∪M (2,g),

M (1) ≡
⋃

g∈B

M (1,g), M (2) ≡
⋃

g∈B

M (2,g),

M̃ ≡M ∪M (2).

In order to describe a BIP formulation of MS-GC,
we now view these sets as lists with indices as
subscripts such that for any set S we can employ
a slight abuse of notation:

∀1 ≤ i ≤ |S|, Si ∈ S and S.idx(Si) = i.

Any ordering is acceptable as long as one remains
consistent with it.

We begin by describing a BIP formulation of
MS-GC for k ≥ 4. A more efficient formulation
for k = 3 is described in Section 3.2. Consider
the binary matrix

A ∈ {0, 1}|B|×|M̃ |,

where

Aij =
{

1 if M̃j ∈ M̃ (Bi)

0 otherwise
. (1)

Each row of A contains 2 + (k − 2) = k non-
zero elements. Let x ∈ {0, 1}|M̃ | represent the set

of all selected migrations and pairs of migrations,
which is a subset of M̃ . To ensure that x is a valid
representation, we impose the constraint that if a
pair of migration is selected, then each migration
in the pair must also be selected. For each pair
of migrations m ∈ M (2), we add a constraint to
the vector x as e(m)⊤x ≥ 0, where

e(m) ≡ eM̃.idx(m1) + eM̃.idx(m2) − 2eM̃.idx(m)

and ei denotes the i-th standard unit vector in
|M̃ | dimensions.

Let 0d and 1d denote the all-zeros vector and
the all-ones vector in d dimensions, respectively.
Then the objective is defined as

minimize
[
1⊤

|M |0
⊤
|M(2)|

]
x

subject to Ãx ≥
[
1⊤

|B|0
⊤
|M(2)|

]⊤
, (2)

where

Ã ≡

A⊤e
(

M
(2)
1

)
e
(

M
(2)
2

)
· · · e

(
M

(2)
|M(2)|

)⊤

and A is defined as in (1) (see Algorithm 1). We
explain the validity of this formulation through
the following lemma.

Proposition 1. A solution of (2) is an optimal
solution of MS-GC.

Proof. We show that it suffices to relax the con-
straint

xM̃.idx(m) = xM̃.idx(m1)xM̃.idx(m2) (3)

to
xM̃.idx(m) ≤ xM̃.idx(m1)xM̃.idx(m2). (4)

Since x is a binary vector, (4) is equivalent to

xM̃.idx(m1) − xM̃.idx(m) ≥ 0,

xM̃.idx(m2) − xM̃.idx(m) ≥ 0, (5)

and these two constraints can be merged into a
single constraint as

xM̃.idx(m1) + xM̃.idx(m2) − 2xM̃.idx(m) ≥ 0, (6)

reducing the number of constraints by half. The
equivalence of (5) and (6) is verified in Table 1.

The only combination that violates (3) while
making (6) true is(

xM̃.idx(m1), xM̃.idx(m2), xM̃.idx(m)

)
= (1, 1, 0).
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Table 1: Truth table for (5) & (6).

xM̃.idx(m1) xM̃.idx(m2) xM̃.idx(m) (5) (6)
0 0 0 T T
0 0 1 F F
0 1 0 T T
0 1 1 F F
1 0 0 T T
1 0 1 F F
1 1 0 T T
1 1 1 T T

However, it is easy to see that this does not dis-
turb the formulation. Let x̂ be an optimal solu-
tion of (2) and assume that

x̂M̃.idx(m1) = x̂M̃.idx(m2) = 1, x̂M̃.idx(m) = 0

for some m ∈M (2). Then x̂(m) ≡ x̂ + eM̃.idx(m) is
also an optimal solution because[

1⊤
|M |0

⊤
|M(2)|

]
x̂(m) =

[
1⊤

|M |0
⊤
|M(2)|

]
x̂

and

Ãx̂(m) = Ãx̂ + ÃeM̃.idx(m)

≥ Ãx̂ =
[
1⊤

|B|0
⊤
|M(2)|

]⊤
,

i.e., x̂(m) is also an optimal solution of (2), which
satisfies (3). ■

3.2 BIP formulation of MS-GC for k = 3

If k = 3, we observe that the number of BIP
variables and constraints can be further reduced.
Consider the matrix

A ∈ B|B|×|M(1)|,

where

Aij =


2 if M

(1)
j ∈M (1,Bi)

1 if M
(1)
j ∈M

(2,Bi)
1

0 otherwise
(7)

(see Algorithm 2). To avoid confusion, notice
that

M
(2,g)
1 = {(qi, p, f(i, t)), (qj , p, f(j, t))},

where g = ({qi, qj}, t) and p ∈ P \ {π(qi), π(qj)}
is unique. Before we describe the objective func-
tion, we remark that the optimization is respect

Algorithm 1 BIP for MS-GC, k ≥ 4
1: Input: Unary gates U , binary gates B, mod-

ule allocation function π
2: Output: Vector of selected migrations x
3: Initialize:
4: v⊤ ←

[
1⊤

|M |0
⊤
|M(2)|

]
5: Ã ∈ B(|B|+|M(2)|)×|M̃ | ← 0
6: b⊤ ←

[
1⊤

|B|0
⊤
|M(2)|

]
7: for j = 1 to |M̃ | do
8: for i = 1 to |B| do
9: if M̃j ∈ M̃ (Bi) then

10: Ãij ← 1
11: end if
12: end for
13: for i = 1 to |M (2)| do
14: if M̃j ∈M

(2)
i then

15: Ã(|B|+i)j ← 1
16: else if M̃j = M

(2)
i then

17: Ã(|B|+i)j ← −2
18: end if
19: end for
20: end for
21: Solve BIP for x ∈ B|M̃ |:
22: Minimize v⊤x subject to Ãx ≥ b.
23: return x

Algorithm 2 BIP for MS-GC, k = 3
1: Input: Unary gates U , binary gates B, mod-

ule allocation function π
2: Output: Vector of selected migrations x
3: Initialize:
4: v⊤ ← 1⊤

|M(1)|

5: A ∈ B|B|×|M(1)| ← 0
6: b← 2 · 1|B|
7: for i = 1 to |B| do
8: for j = 1 to |M (1)| do
9: if M

(1)
j ∈M (1,Bi) then

10: Aij ← 2
11: else if M

(1)
j ∈M

(2,Bi)
1 then

12: Aij ← 1
13: end if
14: end for
15: end for
16: Solve BIP for x ∈ B|M(1)|:
17: Minimize v⊤x subject to Ax ≥ b.
18: return x

5
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Figure 3: Gray boxes represent module indices. (a) Re-
moving the red migration leaves the red gate uncovered,
which is covered by the blue migration. (b) Removing
the red migration leaves the red gates uncovered, which
is not covered by any single migration.

to x ∈ B|M(1)| instead of x ∈ B|M |. We justify
this reduction of variables through the following
lemma.

Lemma 1. If k = 3, the power set 2M(1) includes
an optimal choice of migrations.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Let P =
{p1, p2, p3} and π(qi) = p1. Suppose m =
(qi, p2, t) /∈M (1) for some m ∈M is strictly nec-
essary. By the definition of M (1), there is no gate
({qi, qj}, t′) such that π(qj) = p2 and f(i, t′) = t.
This means that the non-local binary gates that
m can cover (by itself or in a pair with another
migration) must be in the form of ({qi, qj}, t′),
where π(qj) = p3 and f(i, t′) = t (and in fact,
m cannot cover one of these gates by itself be-
cause it migrates qi in p1 to p2 while the gate
acts on a qubit in p3; it must be paired with
a migration that sends qj to p2). Since we as-
sumed that m is strictly necessary, there must
exist at least one such gate. Meanwhile, notice
that those gates are all covered by the single mi-
gration m′ = (qi, p3, t) ∈M (1). Therefore, replac-
ing m with m′ does not increase the number of
selected migrations without introducing any un-
covered gates, which implies that any migration
m /∈ M (1) is not strictly necessary; each of them
can be replaced by some m′ ∈M (1). ■

Figure 3 provides an example circuit to visual-
ize Lemma 1, as well as a circuit with k = 4 to
which the lemma does not apply.

The objective is defined as

minimize 1⊤
|M(1)|x

subject to Ax ≥ 2 · 1|B|, (8)

where A is defined as in (7). We explain the va-
lidity of this formulation through the following
lemma.

Proposition 2. A solution of (8) is an optimal
solution of MS-GC for k = 3.
Proof. By the definition of A, it is clear that
Ai,:x ≥ 2 if and only if a non-empty subset of{

M
(1,Bi)
1 , M

(1,Bi)
2 , M

(2,Bi)
1

}
is selected, where Ai,:

denotes the i-th row of A. ■
Note that this is not a valid formulation for

k ≥ 4. For a gate g = ({qi, qj}, t), consider two
modules p, p′ ∈ P \{π(qi), π(qj)} such that p ̸= p′.
We cannot distinguish the selection of the pair

{(qi, p, f(i, t)), (qj , p, f(j, t))}
which covers g from the pair

{(qi, p, f(i, t)), (qj , p′, f(j, t))}
which does not cover g. In general, it is impossi-
ble for four positive ‘rewards’ r1, r2, r3, and r4 to
satisfy the conditions where r1 + r2 and r3 + r4
are greater than or equal to a threshold th, while
r1 + r3, r1 + r4, r2 + r3, and r2 + r4 are all less
than th.

3.3 Examples and analysis
Figure 4 shows an example circuit distributed
by the hypergraph partitioning formulation in-
troduced in Section 2.4 and the BIP formula-
tion described in this section. Even for these
small circuits, the hypergraph partitioner begins
to find suboptimal solutions, and the BIP post-
processing helps reduce the ebit cost.

Assuming that there are at least O(n) gates in
C, the number of binary variables is

|M |+ |M (2)| ≤ (k − 1)(|U |+ n) + (k − 2)|B|
= O(k|C|)

for (2) and
|M (1)| ≤ 2|B|

for (8). Also, the number of constraints is

|B|+ |M (2)| ≤ (k − 1)|B|
for (2) and |B| for (8).
Remark 1. The BIP formultations (2) and (8)
is naturally generalized to heterogeneous settings,
where the communication cost between each pair
of modules is not constant. We simply replace[
1⊤

|M |0
⊤
|M(2)|

]
and 1⊤

|M(1)| with the vectors that
represent the cost function.

6
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Figure 4: (a) Distribution found by a hypergraph partitioner and (b) module-conditioned BIP. Numbers denote qubit
indices and wires of the same color are assigned to the same module.

3.4 Partitioning QFT
In Section 3, we have discussed the suboptimality
of Ref. [2] for MS-GC given a module allocation
function π. Meanwhile, we observe that it also
returns suboptimal module allocation functions
(recall that the hypergraph partitioning formula-
tion finds π and selects migrations at once).

Assuming an arbitrary module allocation and
MS-GC, finding an optimal π for a given circuit is
generally a hard problem. Here, we explain a very
specific case that can be solved easily. That is,
assuming a balanced module allocation and MS-
HC, we can find an optimal π for a QFT circuit.

Definition 3. A (k, m)-balanced distribution of
QFT is a distribution of the QFT circuit for n =
km qubits, where k and m denote the number
of modules and the number of qubits per module,
respectively.

H

H

H

H

H

1

2

3

4

5

R₂ R₃ R₄R₅ R₂ R₂ R₃ R₂
R₃ R₄

Figure 5: 5-qubit QFT circuit (SWAP gates omitted).

The basic structure of QFT before distribution
is shown in Figure 5. It consists of the Hadamard
gates H and CP gates

CP (2π/2k) = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗Rk.

Note that we can omit the final SWAP gates
and interpret the qubits in reverse order [27, 28].

In the subsequent diagrams, we replace each
H/CP (2π/2k) gate with a general unary/CP
gate symbol.

It turns out that we can derive an optimal solu-
tion for any (k, m)-balanced distribution of QFT,
assuming MS-HC.

Lemma 2. The minimum ebit cost for a (k, m)-
balanced distribution of the QFT circuit for n =
km qubits with MS-HC is m

(k
2
)
.

Proof. We provide a simple constructive proof.
The QFT circuit for n = km qubits can be fully
described by the sets

U = {(qi, tqi)}
n
i=1

and

B̃ =
{(
{qi, qj}, t{qi,qj}

)}
1≤i<j≤n

,

because the circuit includes only one unary gate
per qubit and one binary gate per pair of qubits.
That is, tqi and t{qi,qj} are uniquely defined. As-
sume that the qubits and gates are arranged in
the conventional order as shown in Figure 5 and
let π be a balanced module allocator function,
i.e.,

|{i|π(qi) = pκ}| = m, ∀κ ∈ {1, 2, · · · , k}.

Consider a migration (q, p, t) where π(q) ̸= p, and
let S be the set of non-local binary gates that can
be covered by this migration. Since we assume
MS-HC, S is a subset of{(

{qi, qj}, t{qi,qj}
)
|

(q, p) ∈ {(qi, π(qj)), (qj , π(qi))}
}

,
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which is equal to{(
{q, q′}, t{q,q′}

)
| π(q′) = p

}
,

so |S| ≤ m. Meanwhile, the total number of non-
local binary gates in the distributed circuit is

# binary−# local binary

=
(

n

2

)
− k

(
m

2

)

= km(km− 1)
2 − k

m(m− 1)
2

= k(k − 1)m2

2 .

This gives a lower bound on the ebit cost:

k(k − 1)m2

2m
= k(k − 1)m

2 . (9)

Now take π = π∗, where the canonical partition
π∗ is defined as

π∗(qi) = p⌈i/m⌉. (10)

Then the set of all non-local binary gates is

B =
(k−1)m⋃

i=1

k⋃
κ=⌈i/m⌉+1

{(
{qi, qj}, t{qi,qj}

)
|

⌈j/m⌉ = κ
}

(11)

and the circuit do distribute is C = U ∪ B. But
each

(
{qi, qj}, t{qi,qj}

)
in (11) is covered by(

qi, p⌈j/m⌉, f
(
i, t{qi,qj}

)
= tqi

)
,

and it follows that the set

{(qi, pκ, tqi) | ⌈i/m⌉ < κ ≤ k}

covers all gates in B with ebit cost k(k − 1)m/2,
which achieves its lower bound (9). ■

Note that π∗ in Lemma 2 is not the only opti-
mal module allocation for MS-HC (see Figure 6).
However, for (k, m) = (3, 2), it is very likely that
π∗ is the only optimal module allocation for MS-
GC (see Table 2). We also ran exhaustive ex-
periments to find the optimal allocations among
all balanced allocations for (k, m) = (4, 2) and
(k, m) = (3, 3) (see Figure 7). In both cases, the
canonical partitions π∗ were optimal for MS-GC
(assuming that the BIP solver found optimal so-
lutions for these small examples). That is, dis-
tributing a QFT circuit by solving the BIP asso-
ciated with π∗ is expected to yield the lowest ebit
cost we can hope for. Indeed, we observe that this
heuristic proves effective (see Section 4.2.1).

Remark 2. One might be tempted to apply this
heuristic to general circuits, i.e., finding an opti-
mal π for MS-HC and solving the associated BIP
for MS-GC. Unfortunately, this approach appears
impractical at present because in general, it is un-
likely that we can find an optimal π even for MS-
HC. Also, there is no guarantee that an optimal
π for MS-HC is also optimal for MS-GC.

Algorithm 3 CZ fraction
1: Input: n, d, p
2: Output: A random n-qubit circuit
3: Initialize:
4: U ← ∅
5: B ← ∅
6: for l = 1 to d do
7: for i = 1 to n do
8: With probability 1−p, add a unary gate

acting on qi to U .
9: end for

10: Randomly pair the qubits to which no
unary gate was applied and add a CZ gate
to B for each pair.

11: end for
12: return C = U ∪B

Algorithm 4 Quantum volume
1: Input: n, d
2: Output: A random n-qubit circuit
3: for l = 1 to d do
4: Split Q into ⌊n/2⌋ pairs {{qi, q′

i}}1≤i≤⌊n/2⌋.

5: for i = 1 to ⌊n/2⌋ do
6: Generate a random unitary from SU(4)

according to the Haar measure and ap-
ply it to {qi, q′

i}.
7: end for
8: end for
9: Transpile the resulting circuit to unary gates

U and CP gates B.
10: return C = U ∪B

4 Experiments
The same algorithm and configuration described
in Ref. [22] were used for hypergraph partition-
ing. For the BIP solver, we used Gurobi 11.0.0
with a Named-User Academic License [31]. It
is based on the branch-and-bound paradigm for
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discrete optimization problems [32, 33]. We out-
line the types of circuits considered in our exper-
iments and show the results. In all the following
examples, every single run of the BIP solver re-
sulted in an ebit cost less than or equal to the
non-post-processed case, demonstrating stability
and general applicability of our approach.

4.1 Random circuits
4.1.1 CZ fraction circuits

Given parameters (n, d, p), an n-qubit CZ frac-
tion circuit is generated as described in Algo-
rithm 3 [1]. Figure 8 shows an example CZ frac-
tion circuit. In all plots, ‘HP’ stands for the hy-
pergraph partitioning solution. Ebit costs for dis-
tributing random CZ fraction circuits are shown
in Figure 10.

4.1.2 Quantum volume circuits

Given parameters (n, d), an n-qubit quantum vol-
ume circuit is generated as described in Algo-
rithm 4 [29]. Figure 9 (right) shows an example
quantum volume circuit. Ebit costs for distribut-
ing random quantum volume circuits are shown
in Figure 11.

4.2 Arithmetic circuits
4.2.1 QFT circuits

Ebit costs for distributing QFT circuits are shown
in Figure 12. We remark that replacing π (found
by a hypergraph partitioner) with π∗ defined in
(10) improved the ebit cost in every single run
of the BIP solver. In this regard, we conjecture
that for the distribution of QFT circuits, π∗ is
not only the optimal module allocation function
for MS-HC but also for MS-GC.

4.2.2 DraperQFTAdder

The DraperQFTAdder is a quantum circuit that
leverages QFT to perform addition [30]. Before
distribution, we perform a minor optimization on
this circuit. Consider the identity

CP12(θ) = SWAP23CP13(θ)SWAP23, (12)

where the subscripts denote qubit indices (see
APPENDIX C). The right-hand side appears
many times in DraperQFTAdder circuits (Fig-
ure 13). Since SWAP gates require binary gates

to implement, we replace the right-hand side of
(12) with the left-hand side. Ebit costs for dis-
tributing DraperQFTAdder circuits are shown in
Figure 14.

4.2.3 RGQFTMultiplier

The RGQFTMultiplier is a quantum circuit that
leverages QFT to perform multiplication [27].
They store the product of two n′-bit inputs out-
of-place. By default, the output register has 2n′

qubits, resulting in a total of 4n′ qubits (Fig-
ure 15).

Ebit costs for distributing RGQFTMultiplier
circuits are shown in Figure 16. Surprisingly, the
hypergraph partitioner alone returns extremely
inefficient distributions in many cases; post-
processing with the BIP solver reduces the ebit
costs significantly.

4.3 Boolean logic circuits
The hypergraph partitioning approach performs
well for random circuits but sometimes fails to
yield good solutions for circuits with fixed struc-
tures, as observed in the case of RGQFTMulti-
plier. Unfortunately, we have yet to identify the
reasons behind this failure.

The BIP post-processing based on a given mod-
ule allocation function (found by any means) en-
hances stability. We present two additional ex-
amples of Boolean logic circuits: the AND cir-
cuit and the InnerProduct circuit. Even for small
circuit size parameters, the impact of BIP post-
processing is significant.

4.3.1 AND circuits

The AND circuit implements the logical AND op-
eration on a number of qubits, i.e., it is a multi-
controlled X gate (Figure 17a). Ebit costs for
distributing AND circuits are shown in Figure 18.

4.3.2 InnerProduct circuits

InnerProduct is a 2n-qubit Boolean function that
computes the inner product of two n-qubit vec-
tors over F2 (Figure 17b):

IP2n(x1, · · · , xn, y1, · · · , yn) = (−1)x·y.

Ebit costs for distributing InnerProduct circuits
are shown in Figure 19.
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Figure 6: (a) A 6-qubit QFT circuit. (b–d) Circuit C, MS-HC, and MS-GC for module allocation ‘112233’. (e–g)
Circuit C, MS-HC, and MS-GC for module allocation ‘122331’. Both (c) and (f) involve 6 migrations, which is
optimal for MS-HC. However, (d) involves 4 migrations while (g) involves 5 migrations for MS-GC.

π ebit cost π ebit cost
112233 4 112323 5
112332 5 121233 5
121323 6 121332 6
122133 5 123123 6
123132 6 122313 6
123213 6 123312 6
122331 5 123231 6
123321 6 − −

Table 2: Module allocations and ebit costs found by BIP
for (3, 2)-balanced distributions of QFT.
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Figure 7: Histograms of ebit cost for QFT circuits.
Height indicates the number of allocations.

Figure 8: An example 7-qubit 3-layer CZ fraction circuit
with p = 4/7.

Figure 9: An example 6-qubit 2-layer quantum volume
circuit before transpilation.
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Figure 10: BIP improvements observed in CZ fraction circuits. The reduction in ebit cost generally increases with
higher CZ fractions, since they correspond to more difficult DQC instances.
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Figure 11: BIP improvements observed in quantum volume circuits. The reduction in ebit cost is relatively marginal
for these circuits. This is because as mentioned in [22], rewriting a given quantum volume circuit such that all
non-unary gates are CP gates makes the fraction of binary gates quite low. Similar to the results for circuits with
low CZ_percent shown in Figure 10, little improvement is expected.
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Figure 12: BIP and/or π∗ improvements observed in QFT circuits.
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Figure 13: (a) Example DraperQFTAdder circuit that performs in-place addition (modulo 22) on two 2-qubit registers.
(b) Circuit representation of (12). (c) Equivalent circuit obtained by applying (12).
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Figure 14: BIP improvements observed in DraperQFTAdder circuits.
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Figure 15: Example RGQFTMultiplier circuit that computes the product of two bits (n′ = 1).
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Figure 16: BIP improvements observed in RGQFTMultiplier circuits.
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Figure 17: (a) Example logical AND operation on 3 qubits. (b) Example 4-qubit Boolean function that computes
the inner product of two 2-qubit vectors over F2.
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Figure 18: BIP improvements observed in AND circuits.
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Figure 19: BIP improvements observed in InnerProduct circuits. Empty bars indicate zero ebit cost.

5 Conclusion and outlook
In this work, we proposed BIP formulations for
the distribution of quantum circuits with fixed
module allocation function. We take the mod-
ule allocation returned by the hypergraph par-
titioning formulation of DQC, which had previ-
ously achieved the best results for k ≥ 3 modules.
Combining our post-processing step with existing
methods for module allocation yields new best re-
sults. We also show that the problem can be fur-
ther optimized for k = 3 by leveraging the unique
properties of this specific case.

As is typical for DQC, our method is applicable
to any quantum circuits constructed exclusively
with unary gates and CP gates. Of these, QFT
circuits have been found to reveal special prop-
erties in experiments. That is, taking the con-

ventional ordering of qubits as the module allo-
cation is optimal for MS-HC. Based on numerical
results, we further conjecture that this module
allocation is also optimal for MS-GC.

We believe that for many practical circuits, ob-
serving local properties may enable further re-
duction in the number of BIP variables and/or
constraints. Identifying these properties is a
promising future research direction to enhance
the scalability of our approach. We also look
forward to developing integer programming mod-
els for other circuit distribution protocols beyond
the cat-entanglement-based approach and/or ad-
dressing connectivity between modules [34].
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A Cat-entanglements commute with CP gates

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′
                               CP                                                             Cat-entanglement

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′ 〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′
                    Cat-entanglement                                                             CP

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′

〉 〉
                              Cat-entanglement                                                         U
                                      〉  〉                                〉  〉
                              U                                                                       Cat-entanglement

〉  〉  〉  〉                                 〉   〉

Figure 20: A linked copy e of q is created at the module containing q′. The order of cat-entanglement and CP does
not matter.

B Cat-entanglements do not commute with unary gates

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′
                    Cat-entanglement                                                             CP

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′ 〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′
                               CP                                                              Cat-entanglement

〉′  〉′  〉′  〉′

〉 〉
                              Cat-entanglement                                                         U
                                      〉  〉                                〉  〉
                              U                                                                       Cat-entanglement

〉  〉  〉  〉                                 〉   〉
Figure 21: A linked copy e of q is created at the module containing q′. The order of cat-entanglement and U matters.
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C Derivation of (12)
In matrix representations,

CP12(θ) =



1
1

1
1

1
1

eiθ

eiθ



=



1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1





1
1

1
1

1
eiθ

1
eiθ





1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1


= SWAP23CP13(θ)SWAP23.
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