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Abstract—As Low Earth Orbit (LEO) satellite mega
constellations continue to be deployed for satellite internet
and recent successful experiments in satellite-based quan-
tum entanglement distribution emerge, a natural question
arises: How should we coordinate transmissions and design
scalable scheduling policies for a quantum satellite internet?
In this work, we consider the problem of transmission
scheduling in quantum satellite networks subject to re-
source constraints at the satellites and ground stations. We
show that the most general problem of assigning satellites
to ground station pairs for entanglement distribution is
NP-hard. We then propose four heuristic algorithms and
evaluate their performance for Starlink mega constellation
under various amount of resources and placements of
the ground stations. We find that the maximum number
of receivers necessary per ground station grows very
slowly with the total number of deployed ground stations.
Our proposed algorithms, leveraging optimal weighted
b-matching and the global greedy heuristic, outperform
others in entanglement distribution rate, entanglement
fidelity, and handover cost metrics. While we develop these
scheduling algorithms, we have also designed a software
system to simulate, visualize, and evaluate satellite mega-
constellations for entanglement distribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Long distant entanglement is a key resource for a vari-
ety of distributed quantum applications, such as quantum
key distribution (QKD) [1], quantum sensing [2], and
quantum teleportation [3]. However, superposition and
entanglements are susceptible to environmental noise
and losses. In order to distribute entanglements between
distant users, ongoing efforts focus on mitigating noise
and increase robustness. Terrestrial entanglement distri-
bution invariably suffers loss that decays exponentially
as a function of distance [4] and must make use of
quantum repeaters [5] for long distance distribution.
Locally created entangled particles can, instead, travel
through free space and incur loss that is only quadratic
in the distance travelled [6], [7]. This makes satellite
based entanglement distribution [7]–[10] an attractive
alternative to long distance terrestrial links with quantum
repeaters.

Satellite based entanglement distribution, however, has
its own set of challenges. The rate and fidelity of entan-
glement distribution through free space depend heavily
on atmospheric conditions such as cloud cover, weather,

and time of day. Additionally, one needs to carefully
select the optimal altitude for satellite deployment. A
higher orbit incurs greater loss, but offers longer contact
periods. Conversely, a lower orbit experiences lower
loss, but is more dynamic with shorter contact periods.
For example, Geostationary (GEO) satellites orbit at
altitudes over 35, 000 kilometers, a range where very few
entanglements (∼ 10−4) propagate through free space,
even though the decay rates are only quadratic. For Low
Earth Orbit (LEO) satellites, even in the best case, a
single satellite rarely stays within line of sight of a given
ground station for more than five minutes. However,
the shorter contact periods can be offset by deploying
multiple satellites in constellations, ensuring a few of
them remain visible to the ground stations most of the
time.

Recently, there has been a renewed interest in the
deployment of LEO satellite constellations for global
scale broad band connectivity [11]–[13]. These constel-
lations, also known as mega constellations, consist of
hundreds to thousands of low cost communication satel-
lites orbiting around the earth at low-orbits. For example,
SpaceX has already deployed 6000 satellites into its
Starlink constellation [11]. While these satellites aim
to provide conventional classical data communication
using RF based satellite-to-ground and Laser based inter
satellite links, their potential for enabling photonic entan-
glement distribution has yet to be explored. Such mega
constellations hold promise for significantly improving
the rate of satellite based entanglement distribution while
providing this service on a global scale.

In a satellite based entanglement distribution, entan-
glements are distributed to ground station pairs which
may be located far from each other. First, an entangled
pair of qubits is generated at a source located on the
satellite. Subsequently, these qubits are transmitted to
each of the ground stations in the pair through free space.
Unlike classical satellite communication, for successful
entanglement distribution, the satellite must be simulta-
neously visible to both the ground stations. We refer to
this as the pair visibility requirement.

A key aspect of mega constellations is the capability
of multiple satellites to maintain visibility with ground
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stations. Similarly, multiple ground station pairs can
be visible to a single satellite at any point of time.
Therefore to optimize the operation of such a set-up, i.e.
a constellation of satellites serving entanglements to a set
of ground station pairs, one needs to solve a scheduling
problem - which satellite to distribute entanglements to
which ground station pairs and when to do it. This
scheduling process must align with the resource con-
straints present at both satellites and ground stations. We
refer to the scheduling problem as the Quantum Satellite
Scheduling Problem (QSSP). One of the contributions of
this work is to devise scalable solutions to QSSP and
subsequently evaluate these solutions in the context of
satellite mega constellations.

QSSP has been investigated by Panigrahy et. al. [6]
with an emphasis on formulating an optimal schedule to
maximize the aggregate entanglement distribution rate
across all ground station pairs. The authors modeled
QSSP as an Integer Linear Program (ILP). While the
ILP solution works well for a modest number of ground
station pairs and satellites, it does not scale when con-
fronted with a large number of ground station pairs
and mega-constellations. In our work, we prove that the
general version of QSSP is NP-hard, by reducing it from
a known NP-hard problem. Our focus in this work is on
a broader setup where we identify essential features of
a scalable and efficient solution to QSSP. In particular,
we summarize the major contributions of our work as
follows.

• We show that the most general version of QSSP
is NP-hard by reducing it from a known NP-hard
problem, the 3-dimensional matching problem.

• We introduce four heuristic algorithms for QSSP
and assess their performance for Starlink mega-
constellation across diverse scenarios, including
various placements and resource levels at ground
stations, while factoring in practical considerations
such as time-of-day/year and realistic entanglement
generation sources. Our results demonstrate that
algorithms based on optimal weighted b-matching
and global greedy heuristics outperform others in
different performance metrics.

• We build a software system for simulation, vi-
sualization, and evaluation of satellite mega-
constellations for entanglement distribution.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this Section, we present the system model used in
the remainder of the paper.

A. Satellites and Ground Stations

Let S denote the set of satellites in the constellation.
For each satellite i ∈ S, let Ti denote the number of
ground station pairs that satellite i can connect under
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Fig. 1: The Dual Downlink architecture for entanglement
distribution.

Symbol Description
S set of satellites
Ti ground station pairs satellite i can connect
G set of ground stations
Rg receivers on ground station g ∈ G
F set of ground station pairs (F ⊂ G×G)
Lj maximum connections between g1 and g2,

j = (g1, g2)
wij(t) value of connecting g1, g2 with i, j = (g1, g2)
xij(t) decision variable: number of connections i makes

between g1 and g2, j = (g1, g2), xij ∈ Z≥0

TABLE I: Summary of notation

ideal circumstances. Because each ground station pair
comprises two ground stations, Ti is less than the number
of transmitters on satellite i. The exact relationship
between Ti and the number of transmitters depends on
the satellite’s design. Let G be the set of ground stations,
and Rg be the number of receivers at ground station g
for each g ∈ G. Let F ⊂ G × G be the set of ground
station pairs that can be and desire to be connected, and
let Lj be the maximum number of connections ground
station pair j ∈ F will accept between them. We assume
Lj ≤ min{Rgl , Rgm} for pair j = (gl, gm).

B. Dual Downlink Architecture

In this work, we consider a dual downlink architecture
as shown in Figure 1. Here, entangled pairs of qubits are
generated by satellites and transmitted to two receiv-
ing stations on the ground via free space. We assume
satellites have no onboard quantum memories, so the
transmission of each qubit in an entangled pair must
occur immediately. This architecture, while pragmatic
for its limited use of quantum memory, is limited in
that only pairs of ground stations that are in view of the
same satellite can be connected. Therefore connections
are limited by geographic distance1, depending upon

1In our simulations, which use low Earth orbit satellites and require
that satellites be a minimum of 20 degrees above the horizon, the
average satellite can directly connect ground stations at most 2,400
kilometers apart.
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satellite location. This limitation can be overcome with
inter-satellite links which is out of the scope of this work.
In this work we focus on the problem of maximizing
entanglement distribution rate under the constraint that
there are no inter-satellite links. This is a useful metric
in its own right, and serves as a preliminary metric
for evaluating the distribution rate of protocols using
entanglement swapping and inter-satellite links.

C. Entanglement Generation Source

In our setup, bipartite entanglements are generated us-
ing a Spontaneous Parametric Down-Conversion (SPDC)
based dual-rail polarization entangled pair source located
on the satellite [6], [14]. We assume the generated
entanglements have the following form.

|ψ±⟩= N0

[√
p(0) |0, 0; 0, 0⟩

+

√
p(1)

2
(|1, 0; 0, 1⟩ ± |0, 1; 1, 0⟩)

+

√
p(2)

3
(|2, 0; 0, 2⟩ ± |1, 1; 1, 1⟩+ |0, 2; 2, 0⟩)

]
,

(1)

where N0 is a normalization constant and

p(n) = (n+ 1)
Ns

n

(Ns + 1)n+2
. (2)

Here, Ns denotes the mean photon number per mode,
also known as the pump power. The source out-
puts a superposition state comprised of the following
three elements: (i) an entangled pair ([|1, 0; 0, 1⟩ ±
|0, 1; 1, 0⟩]/

√
2), (ii) the vacuum (|0, 0; 0, 0⟩), and (iii)

the unwanted two-pair photon terms ([|2, 0; 0, 2⟩ ±
|1, 1; 1, 1⟩ + |0, 2; 2, 0⟩]/

√
3). Note that, choosing the

right amount of pump power is important as higher
pump power not only enhances the rate of entanglement
production but also increases the rate of noisy two
photon pair emissions.

D. Loss and Noise

The entanglements generated at the source are split
and transmitted to their respective ground stations
through free space. While undergoing transmission, en-
tanglements experience different forms of losses, with
two significant ones being - free space loss and atmo-
spheric loss. Free space loss primarily occurs due to
diffraction and scales quadratically, whereas absorption
and scattering contribute to atmospheric loss, which
grows as an exponential function of distance. Unlike
ground based transmissions where losses are exponen-
tial, the majority of the losses in free space are the lower
quadratic losses.

In this work. we consider two sources of noise - (i)
Two pair photon emissions, and (ii) Background photon

flux. Due to two pair photon emissions, losses in the
channel can result in the loss of a single photon from
two pair photons, leading them to resemble entangled
pairs. As these pairs are not inherently entangled, they
cause a decrease in fidelity of a distributed pair. As stated
earlier, two photon pair emissions can be controlled by
choosing appropriate pump power.

Background photons are being continuously generated
from different light sources (e.g. sun, moon, stars). They
introduce noise, since it is difficult to distinguish ran-
dom and uncorrelated background photons from source-
generated entangled photons. We model the noise intro-
duced by background photons as an increase in the num-
ber of dark click counts at the detector at the receiver. We
treat the arrival of any background photon as a spurious
detection event registered by the receiver even though
no logical photon is present in the system. Typically, the
background photon flux is orders of magnitude higher
during daytime compared to night time.

E. Scheduling in a time snapshot

In this work, we assume that time is divided into
slots, and the scheduling problem is solved for each
slot. This means that the satellite-to-ground station pair-
assignments, which are solutions to the scheduling prob-
lems presented in this paper, are intended to be used
only for a brief period. In the next timeslot, the pair-
assignments must be recalculated with new inputs. This
assumption simplifies the problem, and reflects likely
network deployment limitations in a few ways. In prac-
tice, the changes to the input parameters of the problem
(ambient conditions, such as weather) may occur at arbi-
trary times and may involve only a small set of satellites
and ground stations. In this work, we do not model the
continuous time version of the problem and instead treat
it as a discrete time system where scheduling changes
occur at the beginning of each time unit (slot).

Also, there may be a cost associated with such changes
(e.g. delay due to realignment of satellite transmitters or
ground station receivers), which might influence schedul-
ing decisions. Any scheduling algorithm in deployment
should attempt to reduce the frequency with which
communications equipment will need to be aligned, a
consideration that requires coordination across multiple
slots in time, something we do not address in this work.
However, it is worth noting that emerging entanglement
generation sources, like the zero-added-loss multiplex-
ing (ZALM) sources [15], can make the changes with
very low overhead. Designing scheduling policies that
account for switching cost is a topic of our future work.

III. QUANTUM SATELLITE SCHEDULING PROBLEM

We now formally introduce the Quantum Satellite
Scheduling Problem (QSSP).
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For each i ∈ S and j ∈ F , let the decision vari-
ables xij(t) represent the number of connections to be
made between ground stations g1 and g2 via satellite
i at time slot t, for j = (g1, g2). As the number of
connections is discrete and non-negative, xij(t) ∈ Z≥0

for all i ∈ S, j ∈ F . Let wij(t) be the acquired
reward of connecting the ground station pairs in j using
satellite i at time t. This can be variously defined, but
in our simulations (described in section IV) we use the
entanglement distribution rate as the weight associated
with a connection, which is calculated with respect to
atmospheric and free space distance between satellite i
and each ground station in j. Note that if either ground
station in j is out of range for satellite i, wij(t) = 0.

In its most general form, the problem of scheduling
transmissions from satellites to ground station pairs
with arbitrary resource/utility limits on satellites, ground
station pairs, and individual ground stations, can be
formalized as:

QSSP [6]: Given S, F, and G, and Ti, Lj , Rg, and wij(t)
for all i ∈ S, j ∈ F, g ∈ G (i.e. values for the elements
of Table I), find values for xij(t) at each time slot t that

maximize
∑

i∈S,j∈F

wij(t)xij(t) (3)

subject to

∀i ∈ S :
∑
j∈F

xij(t) ≤ Ti, (4)

∀j ∈ F :
∑
i∈S

xij(t) ≤ Lj , (5)

∀g ∈ G :
∑
i∈S

∑
j∈F |g∈j

xij(t) ≤ Rg, (6)

∀i ∈ S,∀j ∈ F : xij(t) ∈ {0, 1, · · · }. (7)

A. NP-hardness of QSSP

The main result of this Section is as follows.

Theorem III.1. The Quantum Satellite Scheduling Prob-
lem is NP-hard.

To show that QSSP is NP-hard, we give a reduction
from a known NP-hard problem: 3-Dimensional
Matching.

3D Matching [16]: Let G3D = (V1 ∪ V2 ∪ V3, E)
be an undirected tripartite hypergraph such that
E ⊆ V1×V2×V3. Find the maximum cardinality set of
hyperedges E∗ ⊆ E such that (v1, v2, v3) ̸= (v′1, v

′
2, v

′
3)

and (v1, v2, v3), (v
′
1, v

′
2, v

′
3) ∈ E∗ =⇒ v1 ̸= v′1, v2 ̸=

v′2, and v3 ̸= v′3.

For any arbitrary instance G3D (V1 ∪ V2 ∪ V3, E) of
the 3D Matching problem, we build an instance of
QSSP2, i.e., we construct an input:

S,G, F, {Ti : i ∈ S} , {Rg : g ∈ G} , {Lj : j ∈ F} ,
{wij : i ∈ S, j ∈ F}

to QSSP. Initially, let S = F = G = ϕ. For every
hyperedge (vk, vl, vm) ∈ E, update S ← S∪{ik}, F ←
F ∪ {j = (gl, gm)}, and G ← G ∪ {gl, gm}. Lastly, let
wij = Ti = Lj = Rg = 1 for all i ∈ S, j ∈ F, g ∈ G.

Solving QSSP on this input gives a solution xij ∈
{0, 1} (xij ≤ 1 since ∀i ∈ S : Ti = 1, so ∀i ∈ S, j ∈ F :
xij ≤

∑
j′∈F xij′ ≤ 1). Let E′ be the set of hyperedges

such that (vk, vl, vm) ∈ E′ if and only if xik(gl,gm) = 1.
We aim to show that E′ is a solution to the 3D Matching
problem on input V1, V2, V3, E.

First we show that E′ is a matching of G3D. Note that,
because Ti = Lj = Rg = 1 for all i ∈ S, j ∈ F, g ∈ G
and by construction, we have the following.

(vk, vl, vm) ̸= (v′k, v
′
l, v

′
m) and

(vk, vl, vm), (v′k, v
′
l, v

′
m) ∈ E′

=⇒ (ik, j = (gl, gm)) ̸= (i′k, j
′ = (g′l, g

′
m)) and

xikj = xi′kj′ = 1

=⇒ ik ̸= i′k, gl ̸= g′l, and gm ̸= g′m

=⇒ vk ̸= v′k, vl ̸= v′l, and vm ̸= v′m

Now it remains to show that E′ is a maximum cardinality
matching.

Suppose that there exists some E∗ ⊆ E
such that (vk, vl, vm) ̸= (v′k, v

′
l, v

′
m) and

(vk, vl, vm), (v′k, v
′
l, v

′
m) ∈ E∗ =⇒ vk ̸= v′k, vl ̸= v′l,

and vm ̸= v′m, and |E∗| > |E′|. Let x∗ikj be defined
as x∗ikj = 1 when (vk, vl, vm) ∈ E∗, and x∗ikj = 0
when (vk, vl, vm) ∈ E \ E∗ with j = (gl, gm). Also,
∀ik ∈ S, j ∈ F, and g ∈ G, we have,∑
j′∈F

x∗ikj′ = |{j
′ = (gl, gm)|(vk, vl, vm) ∈ E∗}| ≤ 1,∑

i′k∈S

x∗i′kj
(t) = |{i′k|(vk, vl, vm) ∈ E∗}| ≤ 1,

∑
i′k∈S

∑
j′∈F |g∈j′

x∗i′kj′

= |{i′k, j′ = (gl, gm)|(vk, vl, vm) ∈ E∗}| ≤ 1.

Thus the vector: [x∗ij ,∀i ∈ S, j ∈ F ] satisfies the
constraints defined for the above instance of QSSP. But,
we also have,∑

i∈S,j∈F

x∗ij = |E∗| > |E′| =
∑

i∈S,j∈F

xij ,

2We remove the time dependency, i.e., use wij , xij instead of
wij(t), xij(t) for brevity.
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which is a contradiction, since [xij ,∀i ∈ S, j ∈ F ] is
the optimal solution of the defined instance of QSSP.
Therefore, ∄E∗ : |E∗| > |E′| and E′ is a solution to the
3D Matching problem. Because any arbitrary instance
of the 3D Matching problem can be transformed into an
instance of QSSP in polynomial time, and 3D Matching
is NP-hard, QSSP is also NP-hard.

Remark 1. It’s important to highlight that QSSP is more
difficult than its classical counterpart. The difficulty of
this problem arises from the concept of assigning satel-
lites to ground station pairs, as opposed to individual
ground stations, while still facing resource constraints
on individual ground stations. Pair assignment, an un-
common feature in classical satellite networks, adds
complexity in the context of quantum satellite networks.

B. Special Cases

While the most general version of QSSP is NP-
hard, below we present a few special cases for which
polynomial time solutions exist.

1) Satellites outnumbering ground stations: We as-
sume a scenario where the satellites significantly out-
number the ground stations. This scenario ensures the
availability of a satellite for connecting any two ground
stations within each other’s range. Under this assump-
tion, we can solve the problem of pairing ground stations
together before assigning satellites to them. Therefore,
removing the satellite transmitter constraints, we get the
following optimization problem.

maximize
∑
j∈F

wjxj (8)

subject to: ∀j ∈ F : xj ≤ Lj ,

∀g ∈ G :
∑

j∈F |g∈j

xj ≤ Rg,

∀j ∈ F : xj ∈ {0, 1, · · · }.

Here, the weights wj , represent increasing affine func-
tions of the distance between ground stations in pair j.
For this scenario, we can construct a graph U(V,E)
where V = G and E = F . We set wj and Lj to be
the weight and capacity of edge j ∈ E, respectively.
Define b(g) = Rg as the capacity of vertex g ∈ V.
Then solving problem (8) is equivalent to solving the
weighted capacitated b-matching problem for U . The
separation algorithm by Letchford et al. [17] can be used
to solve Problem (8) with a running time complexity of
O(|G|2|F | log(|G|2/|F |)).

2) No resource constraints at ground stations: Such
a scenario corresponds to removing the constraints on
the number of receivers (Constraint (6) in QSSP) at
each ground station, or, equivalently, setting Rg = ∞
for all g ∈ G. This can be accomplished by including
many receivers at each ground station which makes

QSSP tractable. For this case, we can construct a
bipartite graph: U(V,E) with bi-partitions S and F ,
such that V = S ∪ F and E = C = {(i, j),∀i ∈
S,∀j ∈ F, and wij > 0}. We set wij as the weight
of edge (i, j) ∈ E. Solving QSSP, when Rg = ∞,
is analogous to solving the uncapacitated weighted b-
matching problem for U. QSSP, in this case, can be
solved using the modified minimum cost flow algorithm
by Anstee et al. [18] with a running time complexity of
O((|S|+ |F |)2|C|). This scenario (Rg =∞) suggests a
heuristic that we present in the next subsection.

Algorithm 1 Heuristic Algorithms for QSSP

1: procedure UPDATESTATE(i, j, C)
2: xij ← xij + 1
3: (gl, gm) = j
4: Ti ← Ti − 1; Lj ← Lj − 1
5: Rgl ← Rgl − 1; Rgm ← Rgm − 1
6: if Ti = 0 then C ← C \ {(i, j′),∀j′ ∈ F}
7: if Lj = 0 then C ← C \ {(i′, j),∀i′ ∈ S}
8: if Rgl = 0 then
9: C ← C \ {(i′, j′),∀i′ ∈ S, ∀j′|gl ∈ j′}

10: if Rgm = 0 then
11: C ← C \ {(i′, j′),∀i′ ∈ S, ∀j′|gm ∈ j′}
12: procedure RANDOM(C)
13: while C ̸= ϕ do
14: Pick (i, j) uniformly at random from C.
15: Call Procedure UpdateState(i, j, C).
16: procedure LOCAL GREEDY(C)
17: while C ̸= ϕ do
18: F ′ = F ∩ {j′|(i′, j′) ∈ C,∀i′ ∈ S}
19: Pick j uniformly at random from F ′.
20: Pick i ∈ S s.t. (i, j) ∈ C, i maximizes wij .
21: Call Procedure UpdateState(i, j, C).
22: procedure GLOBAL GREEDY(C)
23: while C ̸= ϕ do
24: Pick (i, j) from C that maximizes wij .
25: Call Procedure UpdateState(i, j, C).
26: Initialize C = {(i, j),∀i ∈ S, ∀j ∈ F, and wij >

0}, xij = 0,∀i ∈ S, j ∈ F .

C. Heuristic Algorithms
Since the most general version of QSSP is NP-

hard and lacks a polynomial time solution, we shift
our attention to developing heuristic algorithms. We
consider three heuristic algorithms corresponding to dif-
ferent orderings of the connections - (i) RANDOM, (ii)
LOCAL GREEDY, and (iii) GLOBAL GREEDY. The
techniques are presented as procedures in Algorithm 1.

Each technique starts with an instance of all avail-
able connections C (See line 2 in Algorithm 1). Sub-
sequently, a specific connection is selected based on
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various criteria, each corresponding to a distinct heuris-
tic rule. For example, in the RANDOM algorithm, a
connection is chosen uniformly at random from C.
In LOCAL GREEDY, a ground station pair is first
chosen uniformly at random, and then a satellite is
selected to establish the connection in a manner that
maximizes the entanglement distribution rate of the pair.
In GLOBAL GREEDY, the connection that maximizes
the entanglement distribution rate among all connections
in C is selected. Upon selecting a connection, the corre-
sponding resources utilized to serve this connection are
removed from the available resource pool for all heuristic
methods. If a satellite or a ground station depletes all its
resources, all of its connections are removed from C.
This procedure continues until C becomes empty.

Algorithm 2 GREEDY BACKOFF algorithm for QSSP

1: procedure GREEDY BACKOFF(C)
2: done← False

3: while done is False do
4: Use modified minimum cost flow algorithm

by Anstee et al [18] to find an uncapacitated max-
imum weight b-matching with edge weights wij to
assign xij for all i ∈ S, j = (gl, gm) ∈ F such that
i, j are not already at capacity for Ti, Lj , Rgl , and
Rgm .

5: done← True

6: compliant← False

7: while compliant is False do
8: compliant← True

9: if any constraints are violated then
10: done← False, compliant← False

11: Remove the non-compliant connec-
tion with the lowest wij value.

12: Initialize C = {(i, j),∀i ∈ S,∀j ∈ F, and wij >
0}, xij = 0,∀i ∈ S, j ∈ F .

Additionally, we introduce a fourth heuristic method,
GREEDY BACKOFF, which relies on an optimal al-
gorithm for uncapacitated maximum weight b-matching
(Anstee et al algorithm [18]) between satellites and
ground station pairs. This is outlined in Algorithm 2. The
algorithm involves initially establishing a b-matching
between satellites and ground stations, with edge weights
corresponding to entanglement distribution rate of the
connections. Any violation of the ground station receiver
constraint (Constraint (6) in QSSP) is addressed by
removing connections with the lowest entanglement dis-
tribution rate. The process is repeated until all resources
are exhausted, and no more connections remain to be
served. Note that GREEDY BACKOFF is optimal when
Rg =∞,∀g ∈ G.

Param Value Param Value Param Value
λs 737 nm NS 0.078 τ 109

ηs 0.707 ηg 0.707 rs 0.1 m
rg 1 m tA 5 km θe 20 Deg

TABLE II: Simulation Parameters: λs, NS : Wavelength
and pump power of SPDC source; τ : Repetition rate of
SPDC source; ηs, ηg : Inefficiencies at satellite transmit-
ters and ground station receivers; rs, rg : Radii of circu-
lar apertures of the transmitter and receiver telescopes;
tA : Thickness of the atmospheric shell; θe : Elevation
angle limit.

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate the solutions generated
by various heuristics and investigate the impact of fac-
tors such as satellite and ground station density and
ground station placement on their performance. We test
the performance of these heuristics using the Starlink
LEO mega-constellation as a case study. The Starlink
constellation is a leading candidate among all mega-
constellations intended for classical satellite internet de-
ployment. It yields very large scale instances of QSSP,
and the resulting instances cannot achieve optimal so-
lutions due to the computational hardness of QSSP. We
detail the Starlink case in the following section.

A. The Starlink constellation

The Starlink constellation considered in this work
consists of 3967 satellites, distributed across four dif-
ferent orbital inclinations. Figure 3(a) illustrates the
altitudes and orbital inclination angles of these satellites.
While the majority orbit at an altitude of 550 km, there
are instances where satellites are positioned at lower
altitudes, with a minimum altitude of approximately
250 km. The constellation includes four distinct orbital
inclination angles: 43, 53, 70, and 97 degrees. At 550
km altitude, the satellites take around 100 minutes to
complete a full revolution around the earth. To track
the positions and trajectories of these satellites, we
utilize a two-line element set (TLE) file (available in
our code repository). Figure 2(a) displays the spatial
distribution of the satellites above Earth’s surface. Note
that, the density of the satellites is higher around altitudes
of approximately 52 degrees North and South due to
orbital characteristics, whereas density decreases when
not between those latitudes.

B. Ground Stations

We examine two primary placement configurations for
100 ground stations defined as follows.

• RANDOM ON LAND: In this configuration,
ground stations are uniformly placed at random
on land. We first choose a latitude and a longi-
tude uniformly at random. We then resample if
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 2: Satellites and ground station distributions, |S| = 3967, |G| = 100. (a) Satellites in the Starlink LEO mega-
constellation. (b) Ground stations are placed uniformly at random on the land. (c) Ground stations are chosen based
on highest population density.

the chosen coordinates do not fall on land. Figure
2(b) illustrates the spatial distribution of the ground
stations in this configuration.

• POPULATION CENTERS: Here, we select
ground stations corresponding to the 100 most
populous population centers. These centers are
chosen from a list maintained at [19]. A portion
of the ground station distribution is depicted in
Figure 2(c).

We assume that for a satellite to be visible by a partic-
ular ground station, its elevation angle must be above
θe = 20 degrees above the horizon. Consequently, each
satellite at an altitude of 550 km has a footprint with
an approximate radius of 1125 km. This also suggests
that ground stations exceeding 2250 km apart will not be
able to establish direct connections via a Starlink satellite
positioned at 550 km above the earth’s surface.

C. Simulation Setup

The simulation parameters are outlined in Table II.
To calculate the weights, wij , we use the quadratic free
space and exponential atmospheric loss model as detailed
in Section II. From this, we compute transmissivities,
which in turn, are utilized to determine entanglement
distribution rates based on the distances between satellite
i and the ground stations in pair j, along with an
atmospheric thickness of 5 km above ground level. We
consider three different 24 hour periods: the two solstices
(June 21 and December 22) and one equinox (September
23). We divide each 24 hour interval into 1 minute
intervals. We divide each day into a night period and
a day period. We set the values of detector dark click
probability (Pd) to 3 × 10−3 and 3 × 10−7 during day
and night time respectively [20]. At the beginning of
each time interval, we use the four heuristic algorithms

to solve QSSP. Our simulation is coded in Python 3 [21],
and leverages third party packages such as the PyEphem
[22], Matplotlib [23], Networkx [24], NumPy [25], and
global-land-mask [26].

D. Satellite and ground station pair visibility

We investigate the visibility of satellites and ground
station pairs in Figures 3(b) and (c). The temporal
progression of the peak number of satellites visible to
a pair of ground stations is presented in Figure 3(b).
It is interesting to observe that when ground stations
are randomly distributed on land, ground station pairs
observe fewer satellites compared to when ground sta-
tions are placed in highly populous centers, due to the
latter resulting in more geographic clusters of ground
stations. We plot the maximum number of ground station
pairs visible to a satellite in Figure 3(c). The results
demonstrate that the Starlink constellation configuration
suits more to population centers even in the quantum
case with dual ground station pair visibility requirement.
We observe that up to 50 satellites are visible to a single
ground station pair during some of the time slots, while
there are times that 40 ground station pairs are visible to
a satellite. This motivates the importance of scheduling,
given the large number of potential combinations of
satellite to ground station pair assignments.

E. Performance of different heuristics

In Figure 3(d), we plot the average entanglement
distribution rates achieved across different heuristics
and ground station placements. We find that rates are
lower when ground stations are randomly positioned
compared to placements based on population across
all heuristic policies. The reason is evident from the
visibility plots (Figure 3 (b) and (c)). There are more
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Fig. 3: (a) Satellite altitudes and inclination angles in the Starlink LEO mega-constellation. (b) Maximum number of
satellites visible per ground station pair over time. (c) Maximum number of ground station pairs visible per satellite
over time. (d) Entanglement distribution rates achieved by different heuristics. (e) Average number of connections
per ground station for different heuristics. (f)-(g) Effect of number of receivers on performance. (h)-(i) Longevity of
the assigned connections. (j)-(k) Average fidelity vs number of receivers across day time and night time. (l) Effect
of different time of the year on entanglement fidelity.
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Fig. 4: Ground stations in Asia connected with
LOCAL GREEDY, and GREEDY BACKOFF.
Red links are the connections assigned only by
GREEDY BACKOFF, blue links are assigned only by
LOCAL GREEDY, and black links are assigned by
both.

satellites visible per pair and more ground station pairs
visible per satellite in the population center case. So it
easier to resolve conflicts, particularly when Rg = 1.
Additionally, we observe that GLOBAL GREEDY, and
GREEDY BACKOFF perform the best, achieving nearly
identical entanglement distribution rates regardless of
ground station placement.

We observe that LOCAL GREEDY performs the
worst compared to all other algorithms, even falling be-
low RANDOM. Upon further investigation, we observe
that LOCAL GREEDY tends to prioritize either nearby
connections or distant connections, unlike other algo-
rithms (e.g. GREEDY BACKOFF) which tend to choose
connections of relatively medium distance. This is evi-
dent from Figure 4 where we show connections estab-
lished by LOCAL GREEDY and GREEDY BACKOFF
for a single time interval between ground stations
in Asia, when positioned at population centers. LO-
CAL GREEDY tends to choose the best and the worst
links, while GREEDY BACKOFF opts for average dis-
tance connections. This relatively egalitarian assign-
ment in GREEDY BACKOFF leads to substantial im-
provements in entanglement distribution rate over LO-
CAL GREEDY, as entanglement distribution rate is a
decreasing convex function of distance.

F. Effect of number of receivers

We study the sensitivity of the performance of differ-
ent heuristics algorithms to the number of receivers for
population center based placement in Figure 3(f). We
observe up to 70% improvement in performance when
transitioning from Rg = 1 to Rg = 5. When Rg = 5,
the performance is very similar to that of a scenario
with an infinite number of receivers (Rg = ∞). This
is evident from the number of connections per ground
station plot with Rg = ∞ shown in Figure 3(e). When
ground stations are placed at population centers, they
are form clusters, such as in East Asia and Europe. With
more ground station pairs competing for the same limited
number of satellites within range of that cluster, most
ground stations do not need more than five receivers.
Note that, in Figure 3(e), a good portion of the ground
stations in LOCAL GREEDY are assigned to more than
five receivers. This explains the performance gap for
LOCAL GREEDY between Rg = 5 and Rg = ∞ in
Figure 3(f).

We also explore the impact of the number of receivers
on performance of RANDOM ON LAND placement,
as shown in Figure 3(g). We observe that the perfor-
mance gap between Rg = 1 and Rg = 5 is further in-
creased. Moreover, the performance gap between Rg = 5
and Rg =∞ is also increased.

G. Longevity of connections

We track the duration of connections between given
ground station pair and a given satellite for each
heuristic algorithm in the Rg = 1 setting, illustrated
in Figures 3 (h) and (i). We note that the best-
performing heuristic algorithm, GREEDY BACKOFF,
maintains more connections for multiple timeslots than
other algorithms do, with the worst-performing algo-
rithm LOCAL GREEDY, maintaining fewer connections
for multiple timeslots than any other algorithm. This
suggests that GREEDY BACKOFF’s performance may
improve further when accounting for any potential over-
head incurred when re-aligning satellite transmitters and
receivers to form new connections.

H. Effect of time of day and year

We plot the average fidelity of the distributed entan-
glements as a function of number of receivers, during
day and night times as shown in Figures 3(j) and (k). We
observe that increasing the number of receivers results in
a slight decrease in average fidelity across most heuris-
tics. LOCAL GREEDY has the lowest fidelity, while
GREEDY BACKOFF and GLOBAL GREEDY perform
the best. The day time fidelities are considerably lower
compared to nighttime fidelities across all heuristics and
ground station placements. Infidelities caused during the
daytime are primarily due to the presence of background
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photons emitted from sun, in addition to infidelities
caused by two-photon pairs emitted at the source during
both day and night.

We also observe that daytime fidelities are lower when
ground stations are randomly placed on land versus when
they are placed in population centers. This is due to
the shorter average distances between ground station
pairs in the latter case. We plot the achieved entan-
glement fidelity across different times of the year for
different heuristics in Figure 3(l). When ground stations
are placed in populous centers, the majority of them
are in the northern hemisphere. So the average fidelity
is smaller for the June solstice due to the extended
daylight hours. Maximum fidelity is observed during
the December solstice, which has the longest night in
northern hemisphere.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this work, we analyzed QSSP for a LEO satellite
mega-constellation with a large set of ground stations.
Via NP-hardness reduction, we proved that the general
version of QSSP is intractable. We ran extensive sim-
ulations to explore the effectiveness of four heuristic
algorithms to find a schedule for the Starlink mega-
constellation. Going forward, we would like to sim-
ulate more diverse hardware, such as satellites with
more transmitters, satellites capable of establishing inter-
satellite links, or even satellites with onboard quantum
memories. We would also like to investigate the con-
stellation design problem for quantum satellites which
would involve determining the optimal arrangement and
configuration of satellites in space for entanglement
distribution.
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