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Abstract—Distributed quantum computing (DQC) enables
scalable quantum computations by distributing large quantum
circuits on multiple quantum processing units (QPUs) in the
quantum cloud. In DQC, after partitioning quantum circuits,
they must be scheduled and executed on heterogenous QPUs
while balancing latency, overhead, QPU communication resource
limits. However, since fully functioning quantum communication
networks have not been realized yet, near-term quantum clouds
will only rely on local operations and classical communication
(LOCC) settings between QPUs, without entangled quantum
links. Additionally, existing DQC scheduling frameworks do not
account for user-defined execution deadlines and adopt inefficient
wire cutting techniques. Accordingly, in this work, a deadline-
aware DQC scheduling framework with efficient wire cutting for
near-term quantum cloud is proposed. The proposed framework
schedules partitioned quantum subcircuits while accounting for
circuit deadlines and QPU -capacity limits. It also captures
dependencies between partitioned subcircuits and distributes
the execution of the sampling shots on different QPUs to
have efficient wire cutting and faster execution. In this regard,
a deadline-aware circuit scheduling optimization problem is
formulated, and solved using simulated annealing. Simulation
results show a marked improvement over existing shot-agnostic
frameworks under urgent deadlines, reaching a 12.8% increase in
requests served before their deadlines. Additionally, the proposed
framework serves 8.16% more requests, on average, compared
to state-of-the-art dependency-agnostic baseline frameworks, and
by 9.60% versus the dependency-and-shot-agnostic baseline, all
while achieving a smaller makespan of the DQC execution.
Moreover, the proposed framework serves 23.7%, 24.5%, and
25.38% more requests compared to greedy, list scheduling, and
random schedulers, respectively.

Index Terms—Distributed quantum computing,
aware scheduling, circuit cutting, shot distribution.

deadline-

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum cloud services incorporate several quantum pro-
cessing units (QPUs) dedicated to serve user-submitted re-
quests to execute quantum circuits for different quantum ap-
plications. However, todays noisy, intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) QPUs have a limited number of noisy qubits and
cannot execute deep or large-scale quantum circuits [[I]. In this
regard, distributed quantum computing (DQC) is a framework
that overcomes these limitations by partitioning more complex
quantum circuits and executing them on multiple QPUs [2].
Thus, DQC allows the execution of larger quantum circuits
than what any single QPU device can execute alone.

This interconnection of QPUs requires the quantum cloud to
have quantum communication networks to exchange quantum
states between the different devices through entanglement

distribution, teleportation, and related protocols [2]. However,
these networking capabilities are still at an early stage, limiting
the near-term scalability of DQC in cloud-based settings [B].
As a result, recent works have shifted toward exploring circuit
cutting and local operations and classical communication
(LOCC) as near-term quantum cloud DQC enablers without
requiring quantum communication links between QPUs [[I].

In this circuit cutting compiling step of the quantum cloud,
large quantum circuits are partitioned into smaller subcircuits
that can be executed independently and classically recombined
[@], [8]. The two most commonly considered techniques are
wire cutting [A], which cuts qubit wires and replace them with
independent local state preparations and measurements, and
gate cutting [S], which decomposes entangling gates into local
operations with probabilistic reconstruction [6]. Both methods
enable distributed execution using local operations, though at
the cost of sampling overhead that scales exponentially with
the number of cuts. The partitioned subcircuits must then be
scheduled and executed on the cloud’s QPUs while accounting
for the user-specific requirements and QPU constraints.

Additionally, to reduce the number of generated subcir-
cuits and reduce the sampling overhead, an LOCC wire-
cutting technique was recently developed [[Z], which requires
classical coordination between measurement and preparation
subcircuits. However, this technique introduces dependencies
between the subcircuits, which makes the task of DQC
scheduling more challenging because of the several result-
ing constraints. When multiple users submit large quantum
circuits to be partitioned, distributed, and scheduled across
heterogeneous QPUs, the scheduler must balance competing
objectives: minimizing execution time, respecting subcircuits
dependencies and device constraints, and meeting user-specific
deadlines, which makes the design and optimization of the
quantum cloud scheduler a challenging task.

A. Related Works

Prior works have examined some of the aforementioned
DQC scheduling challenges in isolation, but, to the best
of our knowledge, no unified framework was developed to
jointly address them in near-term quantum cloud. In general,
recent efforts have explored DQC scheduling in quantum
cloud settings with quantum communication networks between
QPUs [R]-[I3]. For instance, the work in [8] investigated
how to schedule DQC jobs across QPUs utlizing entangle-
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ment distribution, while the work in [J] presented a simu-
lation framework for DQC that integrates computational and
quantum networking aspects. Additionally, the work in [I0]
focused on resource management and circuit scheduling for
data-centerscale heterogeneous QPU quantum communication
networks. Moreover, in [[1], the authors proposed scheduling
frameworks for quantum network operations required to sup-
port non-local gates in DQC. Furthermore, the work in [I7]
proposed a framework implementing circuit cutting techniques
with entanglement-based distribution on QPUs, and the work
in [(3] proposed a circuit cutting and mapping framework
for large-size circuits, using wire cuts and gate cuts with
remote entanglement between nodes to avoid fully independent
subcircuits which minimizes the sampling overhead. However,
none of the works in [B]-[T3] considered near-term quantum
cloud with LOCC only, as they all assumed the presence
of shared entanglement between QPUs. Additionally, none
of these works considered user-specified deadlines for the
submitted quantum circuits, which is critical to represent
real quantum applications. On top of that, all these works
consider the execution of all sampling shots of the partitioned
subcircuits on the same QPU, which is not optimized and can
result in inefficiencies in DQC execution.

For near-term LOCC-based quantum cloud, recent works
considered LOCC circuit cutting to solve the challenges of
automating optimal cut placements and reducing sampling
overhead [S5], [Z], [T4], but without considering the resulting
circuit scheduling problems. Additionally, some recent efforts
explored DQC scheduling in these near-term cloud setups
[6], [IS]-[T7]. For instance, the authors in [I3] investigated
adaptive job scheduling for DQC in cloud environments on
a set of QPUs connected via LOCC and compared between
four scheduling techniques. In [If], the authors introduced
an integer linear programming scheduler in an LOCC-only
setting that maps the subcircuits across QPUs, while respecting
device-specific runtime limits. Similarly, in [B], the authors
provide the Qdislib library for circuit cutting and focus on the
parallel execution of quantum subcircuits across CPUs, GPUs,
and QPUs via PyCOMPS framework. Nevertheless, none of
the works in [B], [3], [I6] considered user-definied deadlines
nor developed a deadline-aware DQC job scheduling frame-
work. Additionally, the works in [B], [I5], [T6] consider the
execution of all sampling shots of the partitioned subcircuits
on the the same QPU, which is not optimized and could result
in delays in the DQC job execution time.

In this regard, the work in [[I'Z] is the only existing work to
address distributing both partitioned circuits and their sampling
shots across multiple QPUs, analyzing its effect on minimizing
the runtime. However, the shot distribution framework in [[7]
is not optimized and only allocates the shots uniformly over
available QPUs or via user-specified rules, and, again, user-
defined deadlines were not considered in [[IZ].

To the best of our knowledge, no existing work con-
sidered DQC scheduling in near-term multi-user quantum
clouds based on LOCC only, where users specify the required
application-specific execution deadlines for their submitted

quantum circuits. Furthermore, no existing framework con-
sidered optimizing the subcircuit sampling shot distribution
across heterogeneous QPUs to minimize execution time.

B. Contributions

The main contribution of this work is the first deadline-
aware DQC scheduling framework that supports multi-user
workloads in a near-term quantum cloud with heterogeneous
QPUs under an LOCC-only setting. In particular, we propose
the first model that jointly considers circuit deadlines, efficient
wire cutting, and sampling shots distribution in DQC schedul-
ing. Towards this goal, we make key contributions:

e We introduce a novel DQC scheduling framework
that, unlike state-of-the-art works, adopts the recently-
developed shot efficient LOCC wire-cut technique [[Z] in
an LOCC-based near-term quantum cloud. Particularly,
we capture dependencies between the measurement and
prepare subcircuits and develop the first framework to
optimize the subcircuits’ scheduling under these realistic
constraints.

e We formulate a deadline-aware DQC scheduling op-
timization framework that allows the distribution and
optimization of subcircuits’ sampling shots across hetero-
geneous QPUs, with different maximum possible circuit
depths and qubits, while accounting for LOCC wire-cut
dependencies and QPU eligibility and capacity limits,
with the objective of maximizing the number of served
user requests that meet their deadlines.

o« We conduct extensive simulations comparing our pro-
posed framework with greedy, list, and random sched-
ulers, as well as state-of-the-art shot-agnostic and
dependency-agnostic baselines. Under urgent deadlines,
the proposed framework serves 12.8% more requests
than shor-agnostic scheme, and with mixed deadlines, it
serves 8.16% and 9.60% more requests than dependency-
agnostic and dependency-and-shot-agnostic baselines,
while also reducing makespan, and 23.7%, 24.5%, and
25.38% more requests than greedy, list, and random
schedulers, respectively.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a near-term quantum cloud, shown in Fig. [,
with a set M of M heterogeneous QPUs. Each QPU m € M
is characterized by a qubit capacity @), and a maximum
feasible circuit depth D,, that maintains acceptable fidelity.
The QPUs are interconnected via classical communication
links only, reflecting today’s near-term capabilities in which
quantum networks are not yet mature enough to provide
reliable entanglement between QPUs [[], [TH].

The quantum cloud serves multiple users who submit a set
U of U quantum computing requests. Each request 1 € U
is for running a quantum circuit C; coming from a certain
application (e.g., quantum optimization, search, order finding,
sensing, ..., etc). Each circuit C; of request ¢ € U arrives with a
user-specified deadline 7; that specifies the maximum duration
by which the circuit must be completed. The submitted circuits
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Fig. 1: End-to-end near-term quantum cloud DQC workflow. User circuits with deadlines enter a request buffer, are cut into
subcircuits by the compiler, scheduled on eligible QPUs under qubit count, depth and precedence constraints. Then, final results

are reconstructed with classical post-processing.

are collected by the request buffer in the quantum cloud where
jobs are stored before compilation (Fig. ) .

A. Quantum Cloud Compiler

The cloud’s compiler (Fig. ) partitions each circuit C; into
subcircuits S; = {s; 1, ..., Si.1 }» With k = |S;|, using wire cuts
[(4] and gate cuts [S]. This partitioning is performed only on
large circuits that cannot be executed on a single QPU, which
is the scenario this work focuses on. The compiler ensures that
the hardware constraints of the QPUs, such as qubit count and
depth capacity, are met for at least one QPU for each s; ; € S;
to make sure all subcircuits are feasible. Each subcircuit s; ;
is described by its qubit demand (); j, which is the number of
qubits needed for the circuit, depth D; ;, which is the number
of its layers, and a shot count N; ;, which is the number of
shots, or samples, that need to be run in order to obtain an
average result from the circuit.

Specifically, when the compiler performs a gate cut, it
replaces a two-qubit gate V' through quasiprobability decom-
position into a weighted sum of local operations [5]:

R
V=) a (4 ®B), ar €R (1)

r=1
where each term r € {1,..., R} in the decomposition cor-

responds to a pair of local single-qubit gates applied on two
separate partitions, resulting in a total of 2R subcircuits. These
subcircuits are executed independently, and their outcomes are
classically recombined at the last stage of circuit cutting work-
flow, as shown in Fig. [, using the quasiprobability weights
{a,} to estimate the expectation value of the target observable.
Because quantum measurements are intrinsically probabilistic,
observables are estimated from repeated, independent runs,
called “shots”. However, gate cutting increases estimator vari-
ance, causing a sampling overhead where the required number
of shots is multiplied by (}°,.xlar|)? to reach the same
accuracy as executing the nonlocal gate directly.

Similarly, when the compiler performs a wire cut, it replaces
a qubit wire with a linear combination of measure-prepare

subcircuits [4]:

= a(PoMy),
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where 7 is the single-qubit identity channel, M, is a mea-
surement operator in basis b € A with A = {I,X,Y,Z},
P, is the preparation channel that initializes the quantum
state in the same basis b, and ¢, are the quasiprobability
decomposition weights. As with gate cuts, outcomes from the
induced subcircuits are recombined using the quasiprobability
weights {c,} and the shot overhead increases by (3, |cb|)2.

To reduce the number of subcircuits and sampling overhead
in the compiling process, we adopt the recently developed
shot-efficient LOCC wire cutting technique [[I]. Reducing
the sampling overhead decreases the number of shots that
must be executed to obtain a satisfying accuracy of the
executed subcircuit. However, this induces a dependency in the
execution since the measurement subcircuit must be executed
before its corresponding preparation subcircuit. This is because
the preparation subcircuit takes the classical measurement
outcome as input. We represent the execution dependencies
between the subcircuits by a precedence directed acyclic graph
(DAG) (S;, P;), where the vertices are the subcircuits S;
of circuit C; and the edge set is P; C S; x §; defining
the precedence relationships between subcircuits. We write
Siu — Si,0 € P; when s; , must be executed after s; ,,.

B. Quantum Cloud Scheduler and Post-processing

Thus, the compiler partitions the circuits in the request
buffer using gate cuts and LOCC wire cuts. As shown in
Fig. [, the cloud’s scheduler then receives from the com-
piler, for each circuit C}, the subcircuits s; ; with parameters
(Qi,j, Dij, N; ;). The scheduler estimates the per-shot run-
time for each subcircuit as the total duration of subcircuit’s
layers, where each layer represents that set of gates which can
be executed simultaneously [I6]. The time of a layer is the
time of the longest gate in that level, with two-qubit gates
being assumed to dominate single-qubit gates. We represent



by t; the execution time of a single-qubit gate and by t5 the
execution time of a two-qubit gate, with ¢2 > t1. Therefore,
for a subcircuit s; ; with s ; ; single-qubit layers and ko ; ;
two-qubit layers the runtime is estimated as [T6]:

T; ; to > t1. 3)

In addition, the scheduler receives from the compiler a
precedence DAG (S;, P;) capturing dependencies induced by
LOCC wire cuts. Subject to this DAG, dependent subcircuits
execute only after their predecessors (once the needed classical
outcomes are available) whether sequentially on the same QPU
or on a different QPU, while independent subcircuits may run
in parallel across multiple QPUs. The scheduler assigns each
subcircuit to a suitable QPU in terms of qubit count and depth
and may distribute the shots of one subcircuit across multiple
eligible QPUs. The precise optimzation model is presented in
section [

= Ki4,jt1 + Ko4jta,

Finally, each QPU executes its queue of assigned subcircuits
and sends measurement outcomes to a classical workstation
that recombines results using the quasiprobability weights: ¢,
for wire cuts a, for gate cuts. Then, the classical workstation
sends the final expectation values for each circuit to the
corresponding user (Fig. ).

III. DEADLINE-AWARE CIRCUIT SCHEDULING
OPTIMIZATION FORMULATION

In this section, we first derive the subcircuit and circuit
execution time expressions. Then, we formulate a deadline-
aware optimization framework that allows the distribution and
optimization of subcircuit shots across heterogeneous QPUs,
while taking into account the LOCC wire-cut dependencies,
QPU heterogeneity, to maximize the number of served requests
of the different users within their deadlines, while also mini-
mizing the circuits completion time.

A. Circuit Execution Time Calculation

As discussed in Section [, we allow splitting the shots of
a subcircuit across QPUs to increase parallelism and speed
up execution. First, for each subcircuit s; ;, we define the
Cllglblllty set Mi’j = {m eM: Qi,j < Qm,Di’j < Dm}
which has all the QPUs whose qubit and depth limits allow
executing s; ;. Then, we introduce a shot-allocation variable
Yi,j,m €qual to the number of shots of s; ; executed on QPU
m € M, ;. We also introduce z; € {0,1} which indicates
whether circuit C; is served on time before its deadline (z; =1)
or discarded (z; = 0). We refer to the execution of subcircuit
s;.; for y; ;m shots on QPU m € M, ; as the fragment
(i,4,m). Each fragment (i,7,m) has a beginning execution
time b; ; »,, which is a control variable, and an end execution
time defined using the compiler’s per-shot runtime 75 ; as

0 . =0
b Z b (4)
bijom +Tij - Yijms

€ig,m (bi jyms Yijom, 2i) = { o
1 b

The completion time of a subcircuit s; ; € S; with all its shots
is the latest fragment end-time over all eligible QPUs,

0, z; =0,
e: (b; s . 2) = .
0.3 (i g,ms Yi,g,ms 2i) max i gm(bigm, Yigm,1), 2z =1,
2,7

®
and the circuit C; completion time Vi € U is the latest
subcircuit end-time,

Tcomp(b_ . .. Z) — 07 Fi= 07
‘ b Yingme 2= Pl € (0igm, Yigom, 1), 2o = 1.
=1,...,

Q)

B. Subcircuits Scheduling Optimization Problem

Now, we formulate the scheduling problem to allocate
subcircuits across heterogeneous QPUs and synchronize their
execution to maximize the number of circuits that are com-
pleted before their deadlines and to encourage early com-
pletion by awarding a bonus when a circuit finishes within
80% of its deadline. To maximize the served requests 7 €
U, where ‘Z/{ ‘ = U, the controllable optimization vari-
ables in our proposed optimization problem are: 1) z =

[217...,21’-..7ZU]7 2) B = [bivj"m]iel/{, J=1,....k, meM; ;’

Y = [Yijm] VU, =1, kmEMas” Accordingly, the
deadline-aware and shot-aware scheduling optimization prob-
lem can be formulated as follows:

. . comp . .
o1: zr%%ZZZ +a) LT <08-7) (7a)
ieu iceU
St > Yigm = Nijez Vi (7b)
meM; ;
zi=1 = Ticomp <7, Vielu (7¢)

bi,v,m > €iu Vi, V(Sl7u—> Si,v) S Pi, VYm

(7d)
Yijm Yirirm 20 = bigm 2 € jrm Vi jim 2 eijm (7€)
Yijom EN,  bijm €N, € 5m €N (76)

Constraint (IZH) ensures that for every subcircuit s; ;, all of
its shots IV; ;, are fully allocated across eligible QPUs when
the circuit C; is served on time; otherwise, all subcircuits
are dropped by not allocating shots for them (y; ;.. = 0).
Constraint (IZd) ensures that if circuit C; is considered served
on time (z; =1), its completion time must not exceed its
deadline 7;. This model tries to maximize how many are on-
time by maximizing ), z;. Constraint (Zd) makes sure that
the precedence conditions from wire cuts are met. A successor
subcircuit s; , (preparation subcircuit) cannot start any of its
fragments on any QPU until its required predecessor s; .,
(paired measurement subcircuit) has finished all its shots ([ZH).
Constraint (Zd) guarantees a QPU runs on at most one frag-
ment at a time. Finally, constraint () ensures nonnegativity
for allocations and time variables.

C. Proposed Solution

To solve problem O;, we propose a simulated annealing
algorithm, a metaheuristic that searches for a near-optimal
solution in a large space (Algorithm ). We start from a



Algorithm 1 Simulated Annealing Algorithm for O1

1: Initialize the current solution z, B, Y to a feasible solution in
the search space
2: Set initial temperature Tso1 = To
3: Define K, the number of performed iterations for each temper-
ature level
: Initialize the optimal solution z*, B, Y™ to the current solution
: while 7501 > Timin do
for k =1to K do
Generate random neighbors z’, B’, Y’ via the following
priorities:
(1) Add circuit: set z; = 1 for some i € U
(2) Permute selected circuits: permute the selected circuits
for scheduling.
(3) Local moves on Y and B: change shot splits Y’ and

start times B’

8: if generated neighbors z’', B’, Y’ satisfy O1 constraints
(IB), (Z9), (@) (Z8) and (ZF) then

9: Calculate AO = O(z',B’,Y’) — O(z,B,Y)

10: if AO > 0 or exp(AO/Tso1) > r € Uniform|[0, 1]
then

11: Update z, B, Y to z’, B’, Y’, respectively

12: end if

13: end if

14: end for

15 ifO(z/, B', Y')> O(z*, B*, Y*) then

16: Update the best solution z*, B*, Y* toz’, B’, Y’ ,
respectively

17: end if

18: Update 75,1 according to adopted cooling schedule, e.g.,

exponential cooling, as Tsol = Tsol * Osol
19: end while
20: return the best solution found, z*, B*, Y*.

feasible solution (z,Y,B) that satisfies all constraints of Oy,
set it as both the current and the best solution, choose a high
initial temperature, and run a fixed number of iterations at
each temperature level. In each iteration, we create a neighbor
in the following priority: (i) add a circuit by including an
unscheduled C; (set z; = 1) and fixing (Y, B) accordingly.
If no circuit can be added, (ii) permute the selected set for
scheduling by swapping one selected circuit with another
dropped one and repairing (Y, B). If neither works, (iii) we
try a local move on (Y, B) that change execution order, QPU
assignment, or shot splitting, such as: pushing a fragment
forward or backward on its QPU to reduce gaps, moving a
subcircuit to another QPU, or splitting subcircuits shots across
QPUs. Every candidate neighbor (z’,Y’,B’) is checked for
feasibility and evaluated by calculating the difference in the
objective function. If it is better, the neighbor is accepted;
otherwise, we may still accept it with a probability given
by the Metropolis rule to help escape local minima. The
temperature is reduced using an exponential cooling schedule
until it reaches 7,,i,, and the best solution is returned.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

In this section, we conduct simulations to evaluate the
efficiency and performance of our proposed deadline-aware
scheduling framework. Unless stated otherwise, we adopt
the following default setup for our experiment. We con-

TABLE I: SUMMARY OF SIMULATION PARAMETERS

Parameter Description Value
M Number of QPUs in the quantum cloud 5
Ny Original number of shots 10000 [1Y9]
t1 Single-qubit gate execution time ty =1 [06]
to Two-qubit gate execution time to = 10 [16]
’yg Sampling overhead for gate cut 9 [5]
'y?w Sampling overhead for LOCC wire cut 9 [@]
Y2 Sampling overhead for old wire cut 16 [4]

TABLE II: COMPARISON OF SCHEDULING METHODS WITH
THE OPTIMAL SOLUTION.

Method Tfomp Tgomp Served Requests
Optimal (exhaustive) 190 300 2
Proposed 0 192 300 2
Greedy 134 — 1
List 140 — 1
Random 240 338 2
Shot-agnostic 230 — 1
Dependency-agnostic 240 — 1
Dependency-and-shot-agnostic 240 — 1

sider M = 5 heterogenecous QPUs. For each QPU m ¢
M, the qubit capacity (), and the maximum feasible
circuit depth D,, are sampled from a uniform distribu-
tion such that @, ~ Uniform[10,20] qubits [?0], D,, ~
Uniform[10, 20] layers, ¥m € M. A compiler partitions each
circuit C; of request ¢ € U into subcircuits using either a gate
cut or a wire cut. Following prior work [[] and [ZT], we treat
the compilers circuit-cutting decomposition time as negligible
compared to QPU execution time. Moreover, we also treat the
final classical post-processing, where results are weighted and
averaged, as negligible relative to the dominant QPU execution
time, which is primarily affected by the sampling overhead and
the number of shots. We consider CNOT gate cutting, where
a decomposed gate produces 12 independent subcircuits with
no precedence [S5]. The LOCC wire cut produces 6 subcircuits
with 3 measurement and 3 preparation subcircuits. A measure-
ment subcircuit must finish before its corresponding prepara-
tion subcircuit, so we sample three precedence edges. We as-
sume that classical communication between measurement and
preparation subcircuits does not significantly increase the ex-
ecution runtime, so can be practically ignored [[Z]. In contrast,
for the old wire cut method without dependencies, it results
in 16 independent subcircuits [&], [22]. For each subcircuit
si,; € Si, we sample Q; j and D; ; from uniform distributions,
such that @Q;; ~ Uniform[5,20] qubits [22], and D; ; ~
Uniform[5, 20] layers [[[4], respectively, until the subcircuit is
eligible on at least one QPU to ensure feasibility. Additionally,
we sample each subcircuits single-qubit and two-qubit layer
counts uniformly, where k;;; ~ Uniform[2,10] single-
qubit gate layers, and k2 ; ; ~ Uniform(3,10] two-qubit gate
layers, respectively. The sampling is done while ensuring that
K1, + ko4 = D; 4, and hence we set the subcircuit per-
shot runtime as T; ; = k1, jt1 + Ko, t2, [I6]. To obtain
reliable expectation values with high precision, we fix an
uncut baseline of Ny shots per circuit, noting that achieving



precision e typically requires Ng = O(1/€2) [23]. After
cutting, the required number of shots scales with the sampling
overhead factor 72 of the chosen cut method, so the total
shot budget per circuit becomes Ny 2. We divide the circuit’s
total shots across the resulting subcircuits in proportion to the
quasiprobability weights. For the cut methods considered in
our work, these weights are equal, so the shots are split evenly
across subcircuits [@], [5], [Z]. The gates execution time, No,
and sampling overhead values adopted in the default setup, are
shown in Table 0. Finally, for each circuit C;, we compute a
lower bound 77*f which is the smallest achievable completion
time, assuming its subcircuits may execute simultaneously in
parallel across eligible QPUs while respecting LOCC wire-cut
precedency. Then, to model different user urgency levels, we
sample a deadline coefficient d.; ~ Uniform[3, 10], and set
the actual deadline as 7; = d.; Tret Vi e Y.

In order to evaluate the performance of our proposed frame-
work and solution algorithm, we compare it against several
state-of-the-art scheduling algorithms. For a fair comparison,
we consider all benchmark algorithms to be deadline-aware,
although they are not originally designed to consider the
deadlines associated with the incoming requests [8], [9], [TT].
The benchmarks we compare against are as follows: 1) greedy:
earliest-deadline circuits are served first, and subcircuits can
split their shots evenly across free eligible QPUs while re-
specting precedence constraints [[1], 2) random: a scheduling
algorithm that builds feasible schedules by randomly ordering
subcircuits and assigning them to eligible QPUs, and can also
stochastically split a subcircuits shots across multiple eligible
QPUs, 3) list: which follows the classic list scheduling algo-
rithm, processing subcircuits in a precedence-respecting order
and evenly splitting shots across free eligible QPUs [8], [9], 4)
shot-agnostic: which represents the state-of-the-art approach
in which shots are not distributed, treating each subcircuits
shots as a single job, 5) dependency-agnostic: which uses the
widely adopted wire-cut method [8] instead of LOCC wire
cuts, obtaining independent subcircuits, 6) dependency-and-
shot-agnostic: also uses the wire-cut method [2] and never
splits a subcircuits shots between QPUs. We compare all these
models with our proposed scheduling framework which is both
shot and dependency-aware.

We begin our simulations by running an exhaustive search
solver to the proposed optimization problem O; to identify
the optimal schedule, and compare it against our proposed
simulated-annealing solver and the other benchmarks. We
consider an instance with two requested circuits (C7,Cs) to
be cut and scheduled with original Ny = 10 shots per circuit.
Table [ summarizes the results, where the optimal schedule
served both circuits with 77" = 190 and 75" = 300. Our
proposed framework also served both circuits, matching com-
pletion time of Cy exactly and finishing C; at 77°™ = 192,
which is a negligible 1.05% performance gap. The random
scheduler also served both circuits but with significantly longer
completion times. The other benchmarks served at most one
circuit in this setup because C3 misses its deadline. In terms
of runtime, our proposed approach produced a near-optimal
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Fig. 2: Average served requests vs. Number of requests.

schedule with a 97.9% runtime reduction compared to the
optimal exhaustive search solution. Accordingly, we use the
proposed scheduler for the remaining experiments at larger
scales without running the exhaustive search solution.

Next, in Fig. D, we examine the effects of increasing the
number of requests on the average served requests for the
different benchmarks over 50 independent Monte Carlo runs.
We vary the number of user requests from 2 to 6 and observe
from Fig. @ that the average served requests decreases as the
number of requests grows. This trend is expected: with more
requests, a larger number of subcircuits compete for the same
limited QPU queue space, leading to higher contention. Across
all evaluated number of requests, our proposed approach
consistently achieves the highest average number of served
requests. Specifically, it outperforms the shot-agnostic baseline
by an average of 2.92% (ranging from 1.7% to 4.8%), the
dependency-agnostic baseline by 8.16% on average (with gains
between 6.3% and 10.9%), and the dependency-and-shot-
agnostic baseline by 9.60% on average (ranging from 8.2% to
14.2%). The improvements over the heuristic benchmarks are
even more pronounced, reaching 23.7% over greedy, 24.5%
over list, and 25.38% over random scheduling algorithms.

Next, Fig. B reports the average makespan as the number
of requests varies, using the same setup as Fig. O. As ex-
pected, makespan increases for all benchmarks as queues grow
longer with higher load. Under light load (2 requests), the
dependency-agnostic scheme is faster than proposed by 2.8%,
since the wire-cutting method of [B] produces independent
subcircuits that can start immediately without LOCC prece-
dence constraints. In contrast, the proposed approach enforces
LOCC dependencies between measurement and preparation
subcircuits, requiring each prepare subcircuit to wait for its
paired measurement subcircuit to finish. As the number of
requests increases, however, the proposed framework achieves
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a lower makespan despite respecting these dependencies. Its
LOCC wire cut generates fewer subcircuits and imposes a
smaller sampling overhead, reducing the total amount of work
queued on the QPUs. Moreover, the waiting periods of prepa-
ration subcircuits become naturally masked at higher load,
as subcircuits from other circuits occupy the QPUs during
those intervals. On average, proposed reduces makespan by
4.34% relative to dependency-agnostic (ranging from 2.8%
at 2 requests to 8.2% at 6 requests) frameworks. Com-
pared to shot-agnostic, it lowers makespan by an average of
9.28% (range: 6.33% to 15.60%). Also, against dependency-
and-shot-agnostic, reductions vary from 0.46% to 13.61%,
averaging 9.76%. Taken together, Figs. O and B show that
the proposed scheduler provides a clear advantage, since
it generally serves more requests while achieving a shorter
makespan than all competing baselines. The combination of
efficient LOCC wire cuts and informed shot distribution keeps
the QPUs more effectively utilized, translating into both higher
served throughput and faster overall completion times.

Back to Fig. D, we observe that the performance gap be-
tween the proposed and shot-agnostic frameworks is relatively
modest, with an average difference of 2.92% in served re-
quests. This behavior is primarily due to the randomized dead-
line coefficients, which were sampled from the interval [3, 10].
The presence of multiple circuits with generous deadlines
reduces the urgency of scheduling decisions, allowing the shot-
agnostic scheme to admit only slightly fewer requests than
the proposed method under these mixed-deadline conditions.
To more systematically investigate the influence of deadline
tightness, we, next, conduct an experiment that jointly varies
the deadline coefficient and the number of user requests, and
show the results in Fig. B. Using the same default experimental
setup, we sweep the deadline factor d. € {1.3, 2, 4, 7, 10},
covering the full spectrum from very tight to very lenient
deadlines. For each value of d., we vary the number of
requests from 2 to 6. In each sweep, all requests share the
same deadline factor, and we report the average number of
served requests across multiple runs to capture the combined
effect of system load and deadline urgency. Figs. B4 and BH
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Fig. 4: Served requests rate vs deadline factor and number of
requests.

show that for both the proposed and shot-agnostic frameworks,
the average number of served requests decreases as deadlines
tighten. When deadlines are generous, the two approaches
perform similarly: at d. = 10, the proposed method offers
only a 0.8% improvement, and at d. = 7 the gain is 1.2%
on average. The differences become more pronounced as
deadlines grow tighter. At d. = 4, the proposed approach
outperforms shor-agnostic by 4.8% on average (and by 5% at
6 requests). For d. = 2, the average improvement increases to
6.2%, with a notable 13% gain at 3 requests. Under the tightest
constraint, d. = 1.3, the advantage becomes substantial,
reaching 12.8% on average, including 14% gains at 3 and 4
requests and a peak of 25% at 2 requests. This demonstrates
that the benefits of the proposed scheme become increasingly
significant as user deadlines grow more urgent.

Finally, in Fig. B we visualize the schedules produced by dif-
ferent benchmarks for a single instance with six circuits in the
request buffer, where C; and C5 are partitioned via gate cuts,
while C'5Cg use wire cuts. As shown in Figs. B3 and BB, the
circuits partitioned via LOCC wire cuts yield six subcircuits
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Fig. 5: Scheduling outputs of different benchmarks.
each, with precedence respected so that a prepare fragment
starts only after its paired measurement subcircuit finishes.
Specifically, for Cy the edges are (s41—54,2), (S4.3—54,4)s
and (84)6 — 5475); for C5Z (8571 — 5576)» (85’2 — 5575), and
(3574 — 85,3); and for 06: (86,1 — 36,4), (86,2 — 36,6)7
and (s¢,3 — S¢5). By contrast, the gate cut produces 12
independent subcircuits with no precedence constraints. In this
sample, proposed admits four circuits, whereas shot-agnostic
serves only three. The tighter scheduling enabled by subcircuit
shot splitting (e.g., s1,4 split across QPU; and QPU3) keeps
the QPUs busier, providing enough capacity to admit a fourth
circuit. In Figs. Bd and Bd, both benchmarks admit only two
circuits. Here, the precedence edges mentioned above are no
longer a constraint, since the older wire-cut technique produces
fully independent subcircuits. However, the wire cut increases
the number of subcircuits from 6 to 16 in Cy and increases
the sampling overhead, causing fewer deadlines to be met.

V. CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have studied the scheduling of DQC cir-
cuits in near-term quantum clouds with heterogeneous QPUs
under LOCC constraints. Specifically, we proposed a deadline-
aware scheduling optimization framework for that optimizes

the per-subcircuit shot distribution across QPUs, captures
subcircuit dependencies, and minimizes runtime to serve as
many circuits as possible. Furthermore, we conducted several
experiments to study the impact of shot distribution and the
effect of adopting LOCC wire cuts, finding that both contribute
to more served requests and lower makespans. Going forward,
we aim to jointly optimize circuit cutting and scheduling on

heterogeneous QPUs.
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