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Abstract—Dynamically field-programmable qubit arrays based
on neutral atoms have high fidelity and highly parallel gates for
quantum computing. However, it is challenging for compilers
to fully leverage the novel flexibility offered by such hardware
while respecting its various constraints. In this study, we break
down the compilation for this architecture into three tasks:
scheduling, placement, and routing. We formulate these three
problems and present efficient solutions to them. Notably, our
scheduling based on graph edge coloring is provably near-optimal
in terms of two-qubit gate stage count (at most one more than
the optimum), the fidelity bottleneck of this platform. As a result,
our compiler, Enola, produces higher fidelity results compared
to existing works, e.g., 3.7X stage reduction and 5.9X fidelity
improvement on the benchmark set used by OLSQ-DPQA, the
current state of the art. Additionally, Enola is highly scalable, e.g.,
within 30 minutes, it can compile circuits with 10,000 qubits, a
scale sufficient for the current era of quantum computing. Enola
is open source at https://github.com/UCLA-VAST/Enola.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, quantum computing based on neutral atoms
has advanced quickly in scale, quality, and adoption. The
largest experiment so far captured 6,100 qubits [1], greater
than other quantum computing platforms. One-qubit gates
with 99.97% fidelity and two-qubit gates with 99.5% fidelity
have been demonstrated [2], [3] to be competitive among the
platforms. As a result, in addition to intensifying academic
efforts, multiple startup companies [4], [5], [6], [7], [8] have
been established to pursue this route of quantum computing.

A particular advantage of neutral atoms is the ability to
move the qubits. Via these movements, the coupling among
qubits can be field-programmable dynamically in different
stages of the quantum circuit execution. This allows for a lot
more flexibility to apply two-qubit entangling gates that are
essential to quantum computing. Thus, researchers were able
to run some of the most advanced quantum circuits requiring
non-local connectivity on the dynamically field-programmable
qubit arrays (DPQA) architecture [2], [9].

In DPQA, qubits are captured in two kinds of traps. A
spatial light modulator (SLM) generates an array of static
traps, as indicated by the 3-by-3 circles in Fig. 1. Seven
of these traps are occupied by qubits. A 2D acousto-optic
deflector (AOD) generates mobile traps that can travel in the
plane. The AOD traps are intersections of a set of rows and
columns. In our example, there are two rows (r0 and r1)
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Fig. 1. Dynamically field-programmable qubit arrays (DPQA). a) Qubits
(blue dots) can transfer between SLM traps (circles) and AOD traps (inter-
sections of red lines). AOD rows and columns can move while preserving
their relative order. b) A global Rydberg laser excites all qubits. A two-qubit
gate is applied if two qubits are within the Rydberg range.

and two columns (c0 and c1). When we align the AOD traps
with SLM traps and ramp up the AOD intensity, qubits are
transferred from the SLM to the AOD. In Fig. 1a, three qubits
(q0, q4, and q6) get transferred to the AOD. Then, the AOD
row r0 shifts upward while the AOD column c0 shifts to the
right, so that the qubits in the AOD move along with them.
This movement yields the new configuration shown in Fig. 1b.
At this point, if we reverse the movement and wind down the
AOD, the three qubits would be transferred back to the SLM.
A major constraint of the movements is that the order of AOD
columns cannot change, e.g., c0 cannot move past c1 to the
right side, nor can the order of rows. An order violation may
cause the qubits in the AOD to collide and be lost.

A global Rydberg laser, which excites all qubits to poten-
tially entangle with each other, induces the two-qubit operation
in DPQA. The range of this interaction is named the Rydberg
range, rb, illustrated by the half-transparent blue spheres in
Fig. 1b. If two qubits are within rb of each other, a two-
qubit gate is applied. In our example, three gates are applied:
(q0, q1), (q2, q4), and (q3, q6). We call these parallel gates
induced by the Rydberg laser a Rydberg stage in the circuit
execution. Across the stages, qubits can be rearranged to
different interaction sites to interact with different qubits.
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Fig. 2. OLSQ-DPQA and Enola error breakdown. The benchmarks are 3-regular MaxCut QAOA circuits used in Ref. [10]. For the 90-qubit circuits, Elona
reduces two-qubit gate stages by 3.7X and improves the overall fidelity by 5.9X.

These sites are represented by the gray regions in Fig. 1a.
They center at integer points in the coordinate system and are
separated sufficiently by 2.5rb so that two-qubit interactions
can only happen between qubits at the same site. Note that,
even if a qubit is alone during a Rydberg stage so that it
does not go through a gate, such as q5 in Fig. 1b, it still gets
excited by the Rydberg laser and accumulates error. Therefore,
we should minimize the number of stages to reduce these side
effect errors.

The compilation for DPQA involves a few tasks: scheduling
which assigns two-qubit gates to Rydberg stages, placement
which maps the qubits to sites initially, and routing which
transfers and moves qubits between stages. The qubit map-
ping [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17], [18] or quantum
layout synthesis (QLS) problem [19], [20], [21], [22], [23],
[24] ties these tasks together. OLSQ-DPQA [25], [10] is the
first work to investigate QLS for DPQA with an effort to
find the optimal QLS solution. Subsequent works Q-Pilot [26]
and Atomique [27] aim to develop scalable heuristic solutions
to support solving large-scale QLS problems for DPQA.
However, we find opportunities for improvement both in
quality and scalability. Specifically, the formulation of OLSQ-
DPQA hinders the exploration of multiple rearrangement steps
between Rydberg stages, resulting in more stages than the
theoretical lower bound. Through a fidelity estimation detailed
later, we find the two-qubit gates (including the side effect
errors) to be the dominating error source in their results, as
seen in Fig. 2a. In terms of scalability, OLSQ-DPQA can
only handle circuits with up to 90 qubits in a day because
it depends on solving satisfiability modulo theories (SMT)
problems, which are NP-complete.

In this work, we formulate the three tasks in QLS individ-
ually and present efficient solutions for them. As a result, our
compiler Enola (efficient and near-optimal layout synthesizer
for atom arrays) has both higher quality and scalability than
OLSQ-DPQA. The quality improvements of Enola are mainly
due to the reduction of Rydberg stages, as indicated by the
suppression of the two-qubit gate portion in Fig. 2b compared
to Fig. 2a. Specifically, we can model two-qubit gates as edges
in a graph so assigning gates to stages becomes coloring

the edges in the graph. Suppose the optimal number of
Rydberg stages is Sopt. Leveraging an efficient and provably
near-optimal edge-coloring algorithm [28], Enola manages to
schedule the gates to Sopt or Sopt + 1 stages. The placement
problem is solved by simulated annealing to reduce the qubit
traveling distance, and the routing solution is generated by
solving independent sets to avoid AOD order violations. For
the 90-qubit QAOA 3-regular MaxCut benchmarks [10], Enola
produces 3.7X fewer stages and improves the overall fidelity
by 5.9X. Furthermore, Enola can handle much larger circuits
because it consists of scalable algorithms. We demonstrate
compiling circuits with up to 10,000 qubits in 30 minutes,
compared to OLSQ-DPQA’s 90 qubits in a day.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. II motivates the
paper by analyzing the OLSQ-DPQA results with a detailed
fidelity model. The following three sections (III, IV, and V)
provide our solutions of scheduling, placement, and routing.
Next, Sec. VI presents the evaluations. Then, Sec. VII in-
troduces related works. Finally, we conclude the paper and
suggest future directions in Sec. VIII. Additionally, we attach
an appendix on the NP-hardness of optimal routing.

II. MOTIVATION: FIDELITY ANALYSIS

In OLSQ-DPQA, the SMT model only gives a high-level
description: the interaction site where each qubit is at for
each Rydberg stage. Given this SMT solution, a software
module called CodeGen derives the other details like when and
where to turn on or off the AOD. These details are enclosed
in the generated DPQA code file consisting of a small set
of DPQA instructions: initialization, Rydberg laser exposure,
turning on/off the AOD, and AOD movements. Ref. [10]
mainly reports the number of Rydberg stages, but with the
CodeGen infrastructure, we can examine their compiled results
with a more careful fidelity model.

We model three error sources: imperfect gates, atom trans-
fers, and qubit decoherence. The parameters follows leading
experiments [2], [9] and are summarized in Fig. 2c. Single-
qubit gates have the fidelity f1 = 99.97% and the duration
TRam = 625ns. These gates can be individually addressed to
corresponding qubits [29], so there is no side effect errors
on other qubits. In this work, we make the same assumption



as Ref. [10] that the single-qubit gates are first removed so
that the compiler only handles the two-qubit gates. Then, the
single-qubit gates are inserted back to the compiled results.
Two-qubit gates have the fidelity f2 = 99.5% and the duration
TRyd = 360ns. The other qubits also excited by the Rydberg
laser, e.g., q5 in Fig. 1a, each has the fidelity fexc = 99.75%.
Atom transfers have the fidelity ftrans = 99.9% and the
duration Ttrans = 15us. Note that multiple transfers can be
simultaneous, e.g., the three transfers in Fig. 1a will take 15us.
The coherence time of qubits is T2 = 1.5s. The decoherence
effect of a qubit q is modelled by a multiplicative factor
1− Tq/T2 where Tq is its idling time, i.e., the total duration
of the procedure carried out on DPQA minus any time spent
on gates or transfers. The majority of Tq is spent on AOD
movements. The move distance, d, and time, t, follow the
relation d/t2 = a = 2750m/s2 [2], e.g., if d = 110um, then
t = 200us.

The overall fidelity is computed by

f = (f1)
g1 ·

two-qubit gate︷ ︸︸ ︷
(f2)

g2 · (fexc)
|Q|S−2g2 ·

atom transfer︷ ︸︸ ︷
(ftrans)

Ntrans

·
∏
q∈Q

(1− Tq/T2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
decoherence

, (1)

where g1 and g2 are the number of single-qubit and two-qubit
gates, respectively, Q is the set of qubits, S is the number
of stages, |Q|S − 2g2 calculates the qubits affected by the
Rydberg laser but does not perform a gate, and Ntrans is the
total number of atom transfers. Since we only focus on two-
qubit gates, the term (f1)

g1 is a constant and we ignore it
from now on. As an example, we calculate the fidelity for the
process in Fig. 1. There are 3 two-qubit gates so (f2)

g2 =
0.99503 = 0.9851. Only q5 is excited but does not perform
a gate so (fexc)

|Q|S−2g2 = f7×1−2×3
exc = 0.9975. Thus, the

total two-qubit gate term is 0.9851× 0.9975 = 0.9826. Since
there are 3 atom transfers in Fig. 1a, the atom transfer term
is (ftrans)

Ntrans = 0.99903 = 0.9970. The longest movement
belongs to q4: it travels a

√
2 site separation, i.e.,

√
2×2.5rb =

21.21um. Thus, the AOD movement from Fig. 1a to Fig. 1b
takes t = (21.21um/2750m/s2)0.5 = 87.82us. This is the Tq
for the moving qubits q0, q4, and q5. The other 4 qubits are
additionally idling during the atom transfer, so their Tq =
87.82us + Ttrans = 102.82us. Therefore, the decoherence term
is [1 − 87.82/(1.5 × 106)]3 × [1 − 102.82/(1.5 × 106)]4 =
0.9996. Finally, the over all fidelity is f = 0.9826× 0.9970×
0.9996 = 97.92%.

In Ref. [10], OLSQ-DPQA compiles a set of QAOA circuits
designed for the MaxCut problem on 3-regular graphs [30]
with the number of qubits ranging from 30 to 90. The specific
circuit is the problem unitary in QAOA, UC , consisting of
3 commutable two-qubit gates on each qubit. We evaluate
the compiled results with our fidelity model and present the
breakdown in Fig. 2a. Note that, to draw the figure, we take
the logarithm of the fidelity terms so that they are additive. At
90 qubits, the two-qubit gate fidelity term is 0.0414, the atom
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Fig. 3. Scheduling in Enola. a) Scheduling a commutation group of two-qubit
gates with edge coloring. b) Generic circuits can be considered as dependency
subcircuits and commutation groups. Gates in the former is scheduled ASAP.

transfer term is 0.592, and the decoherence term is 0.223.
Thus, the dominating error source are the two-qubit gates,
confirming what the authors claim in Ref. [10]. However, there
is a gap between the number of stages achieved by OLSQ-
DPQA, on average 14.6 for 90 qubits, and the theoretical lower
bound, 3, because each qubit is only involved in 3 two-qubit
gates. With our compiler, Enola, only 4 stages are produced,
pushing the two-qubit fidelity term to 0.406. This effect is
evident in the great decrease of the two-qubit gate portion in
Fig. 2b compared to Fig. 2a.

III. SCHEDULING: EDGE COLORING

The two-qubit gates available on DPQA are controlled
rotation in the Z basis, which are known to commute [31].
This means a set of these two-qubit gates can be executed
in any order. We can solve the scheduling of a commutation
group, i.e., a set of commutable two-qubit gates, with graph
theoretic tools.

For a graph G = (V,E), an edge coloring is a function
ϕ : E → Z that evaluates different values for two different
edges incident on a vertex, i.e., for e, e′ ∈ E and e ̸= e′, if
e ∩ e′ ̸= ∅, then ϕ(e) ̸= ϕ(e′). Misra&Gries [28] provide an
algorithm with runtime O(|V |·|E|) that gives an edge coloring
Φ : E → {0, 1, ...,∆(G)} where ∆(G) is the maximum vertex
degree of G. Thus, Φ colors the edges with at most ∆(G)+1
colors. The minimum number of colors to color the edges is
called the chromatic index of the graph, χ′(G). Since χ′(G) ≥
∆(G), Φ colors the edges with at most χ′(G)+1 colors. Our
compiler leverages these results to schedule commutable two-
qubit gates. Its advantage is due to the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For a group of commutable two-qubit gates on
n qubits, suppose the optimal number of Rydberg stages to
schedule these gates on DPQA is Sopt, there is an algorithm



with time complexity O(n3) that assigns these gates to at most
Sopt + 1 Rydberg stages.

Proof. A commutation group of two-qubit gates can be
represented by a qubit interaction graph G = (V,E) where
the vertices are qubits and the edges are the two-qubit gates
(Fig. 3a). The schedule is a function ψ : E → N such that
a qubit can only be involved in one gate at a Rydberg stage,
i.e., for e, e′ ∈ E and e ̸= e′, if ψ(e) = ψ(e′), then e∩e′ = ∅.
This is contrapositive to the definition of an edge coloring, so
ψ is an edge coloring. Thus, the optimal number of Rydberg
stages is Sopt = χ′(G), which means the function Φ derived
by the Misra&Gries algorithm maps the two-qubit gates to
at most Sopt + 1 Rydberg stages. Since |E| is O(n2) where
n is the number of qubits, and the Misra&Gries algorithm
is O(|V | · |E|), the time complexity of our scheduling is
O(n3).

A more generic quantum circuit is specified by a sequence
of gates. If two gates act on the same qubit, their relative
order dictates a dependency. In Fig. 3b, we exhibit an example
of of how one derives the dependency DAG for the two-
qubit gates in a generic circuit. In this case, the scheduling
problem is straightforward: the optimal number of stages is
the critical path in the DAG and ASAP scheduling can achieve
optimality. Although there is a way to augment the DAG to
represent partially commutable circuits [32], supporting this in
general requires mixing logic synthesis and layout synthesis.
Therefore, we make an assumption similar to Ref. [33] that
the whole quantum circuit is sliced into subcircuits that either
respect all derived dependencies, as ‘dependency subcircuits’
shown in Fig. 3b, or are commutation groups. The scheduling
for the slices can be performed simultaneously and the results
can be stitched together afterwards. This sliced structure is
prevalent in quantum computing. An example is the graph state
preparation with various applications [34], which has a layer
of Hadamard gates in the beginning and then commuting CZ
gates. Another example is MaxCut QAOA that has alternating
driver unitaries UB with dependency and problem unitaries
UC that are commutation groups of ZZ gates.

IV. PLACEMENT: SIMULATED ANNEALING

In placement, we map qubits to interaction sites. The two-
qubit gates at each Rydberg stage thus correspond to 2-pin nets
between the sites. If the nets have a long wire-length, it takes
more time to move the qubits, resulting in more decoherence,
the second largest error source. As an example, qubits can be
placed trivially from left to right and from top to bottom as in
Fig. 4a. Then, the total distance of gates in the commutation
group in Fig. 3a accumulates to 25.67×2.5rb. In comparison,
an optimized placement displayed in Fig. 4b achieves a total
wire-length of 19.48×2.5rb. To minimize the qubit travelling
distances, our cost function is defined as∑

g(q,q′)∈G
wg · dist(m(q),m(q′)), (2)

where wg is the weight for gate g, m is the placement function
from qubits to interaction sites, and ‘dist’ is the Euclidean
distance.
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Fig. 4. Placement in Enola. a) Trivial placement from left to right, from top to
bottom. b) Placement with gate distance optimized by simulated annealing.
c) Dynamic placement: after a Rydberg stage (red) is executed (left), run
simulated annealing on moved qubits for a new placement (right).

We apply a simulated annealing algorithm, Fast-SA [35], to
optimize this cost due to its effectiveness in solving discrete
optimization problems. To enhance exploration efficiency, we
confine qubits to a specific region, thus reducing the search
space. Assuming the number of qubits to place is n, and
the interaction sites have column indices {0, 1, ..., xmax} and
row indices {0, 1, ..., ymax}, we define the chip region for
exploration as x ∈ [0,max(⌊

√
n⌋ + 4, xmax)] and y ∈

[0,max(⌊
√
n⌋ + 4, ymax)]. In Fig. 4, xmax = 3 and ymax = 2.

Fast-SA has a three-stage annealing schedule to facilitate state
space exploration. At the first stage, the temperature is high. In
other words, we have higher probability to accept an inferior
solution. This stage mimics a random search to explore a large
solution space. Then, the second stage performs the pseudo-
greedy local search with low temperature. The last stage is
the hill-climbing search stage where the temperature increases
again to escape from local minima. The state in the annealing
process is a placement which we initialize randomly. Then,
state transitions can be made by either reassigning a qubit
to an empty site or exchanging the locations of two qubits.
The annealing process will terminate if the temperature is
lower than a threshold or the number of iterations exceed a
predefined limit, so the placement algorithm has a constant
runtime.

The configuration after the first Rydberg stage (red) is on
the left of Fig. 4c. The arrows indicate AOD movements
from 4b to this configuration. At this point, we can always
reverse the movements to return to Fig. 4b, and then find out
the movements for the next stage (black). In this case, the
placement is static for all the Rydberg stages so we set all the
gate weights to 1 in the cost function.

However, one can also consider dynamically changing the
placement for the next stage. On the right of Fig. 4c, we
display a new placement where the gate between q5 and q7
is shorter compared to Fig. 4b. If the placement is dynamic,
gates earlier in the schedule should contribute more to the
cost function. Thus, we set wg = max(0.1, 1− 0.1sg), where



sg is the number of stages preceding the stage that the gate g
belongs to, e.g., the gates in stages 0 to 3 will have the weights
of 1, 0.9, 0.8, and 0.7, respectively. During the simulated
annealing for intermediate placement, only the set of qubits
necessitating relocation to vacant sites can be moved, while
the remaining qubits must stay where they are. In our example,
the new placement is restricted, from qubits q2, q5, q7, and q9
to the 6 empty sites. Placement of the other qubits are inherited
from the previous placement. In our evaluations detailed later,
dynamic placement slightly outperforms static placement. In
a commutation group, there are at most O(n) stages, so our
placement runtime is O(n), given that each placement spends
a constant time.

V. ROUTING: INDEPENDENT SET

Not all AOD movements from one Rydberg stage to another
can be performed simultaneously. The reason lies in the
fundamental constraints of AOD: the order of its columns
cannot change, nor can the order of rows. We consider the
movements of the second stage consisting of gates (q0, q1),
(q3, q8), (q2, q6), and (q4, q9), in Fig. 5a. We define a move
to be a 4-tuple: x and y of the source, and x and y of the
destination. Since each gate has a choice of which of its two
qubits to move, there are two tuples corresponding to each
gate. For example, m0 = (0, 1, 1, 2) and m1 = (1, 2, 0, 1)
are both for gate (q0, q1). We call them to be each other’s
dual. The AOD constraints are enforced by forbidding conflicts
illustrated in Fig. 5b. If the sources of two moves m and m′

have the same y, i.e., srcy(m) = srcy(m′), the two qubits are
picked up by the same AOD row. Then, dsty(m) = dsty(m′)
because that AOD row can only terminate at one vertical
location post-movement. Similarly, if dsty(m) = dsty(m′),
then srcy(m) = srcy(m′). If the qubits are picked up by
different rows, their relative order must be maintained, e.g.,
if srcy(m) > srcy(m′), then dsty(m) > dsty(m′). In the X
direction, there are similar three types of conflicts.

These conflicts are pairwise, which means they can be
encoded as edges in a graph where the vertices are the moves.
We present this conflict graph in Fig. 5c. A set of compatible
moves constitutes an independent set (IS) of vertices. One
can utilize a maximum independent set (MIS) solver for
compatible moves, but MIS is NP-hard.1 In practice, we find
maximal independent sets are sufficient, which can be derived
by 1) putting all vertices in a list, 2) adding the first vertex
to the IS, 3) removing all its neighbors from the list, and
continuing 2-3). In the first box in Fig. 5c, assuming the list
of vertices is sorted by indices, m0 is added to the IS first, so
its neighbors m1, m2, m3, m5, and m7 are removed from the
list. Next, m4 is added to the IS and invalidates all the rest
of vertices. So the maximal IS is {m0,m4} corresponding to
gates (q3, q8) and (q2, q6). Next, m0 and m4, along with their
duals m1 and m5 are deleted from the conflict graph, resulting

1One can also imagine formulating the routing problem as a vertex coloring
to find all compatible sets together, but this involves increasing the size of
the graph and solving NP-hard coloring problems. Thus, we do not explore
this possibility in this paper.
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Fig. 5. Routing in Enola. a) Definition of a move as a 4-tuple. b) Conflicts
between two moves. c) Compatible moves are independent sets (IS) in the
conflict graph (filled vertices). After finding an IS, delete the moves and their
duals from the graph. The process continues until no moves are left.

the the second box in Fig. 5c. In the updated graph, we find the
second maximal IS, {m2,m6}. By now, all moves are deleted
and the routing terminates.

The runtime of maximal IS is O(|V | + |E|) where |V |
is the number of moves, which is less or equal than the
number of qubits, n. To construct the graph, we need to check
conflicts for all pairs of vertices, which requires O(n2) time.
The longest move in each compatible set determines the AOD
movement time for this set. Thus, in our compiler, the list of
moves is sorted by their distance. This sorting takes O(n log n)
time. Then, the maximal IS takes O(n2) time. In summary,
finding a compatible set takes O(n2) time. In the worst case,
each compatible set includes only one gate. Then, we run O(n)
times the procedure above until all gates in one Rydberg stage
are handled, resulting in O(n3) time. In total, there can be
O(n) Rydberg stages for a commutable group, so the total
routing time is O(n4). We refer to this routing approach as
sortIS.

To improve the scaling of sortIS, we can introduce a fixed
length window when scanning the list of vertices. Instead
of constructing the whole conflict graph, we only construct
a graph on the first K vertices in the list where K is the
constant window size. These vertices are the K longest moves.
Thus, both checking the conflicts between vertices and solving
the maximal IS only take O(K2) time. Thus, the windowed
routing takes O(n2 log n+n2K2) time. We refer to this routing
approach as windowIS.

For each compatible set of moves, the qubits need to be
picked up by the AOD and dropped off to their destination
interaction sites. Turning on the AOD rows and columns and
ramping up the intensity for atom transfers also take time. To
minimize this time, we need to consider the product structure



of AOD, which is a research topic on its own [29]. Actually, we
can prove that optimal routing is NP-hard from the complexity
of optimizing the AOD pick-up time. In practice, we do not
observe this optimality to be critical to the overall fidelity, so
we defer these details to the appendix. In Enola, we apply a
simple approach implemented by CodeGen in OLSQ-DPQA
where the qubits are picked up row by row. The columns
may shift horizontally before picking up the next row. The
CodeGen just involves scanning over all the qubits to pick up,
so the runtime is less than finding the compatible sets.

VI. EVALUATION

We implemented our proposed algorithm in Python. We
employed KaMIS (v2.1) [36] for solving the maximum in-
dependent set problems. All experiments were conducted on
an AMD EPYC 7V13 64-Core Processor at 2450 MHz and
128 GB of RAM. Each fidelity data point in the figures on
QAOA is an average of results corresponding to 10 randomly
generated graphs of the same size.

A. Impact of Different Settings in Enola

Fig. 6 provides the comparison of different settings in Enola
on the MaxCut QAOA benchmarks. Since the scheduling is
the same for all settings, the two-qubit gate fidelity term
is the same. Additionally, in every setting, we use 4 atom
transfers for each gate: picking up a qubit and dropping it
off to the qubit it interacts with at this Rydberg stage, and
the pick-up and drop-off on the way back. This means the
atom transfer fidelity term is also the same for all settings.
Thus, the comparison is on the decoherence term. A major
improvement comes from optimizing placement, as evident
by the gap between trivial placement (green triangles) and the
other series. Dynamic placement (dynSA+MIS, pink cross) is
slightly better than static placement (SA+MIS, blue dot). In
routing, sortIS is slightly worse than MIS, as in the comparison
of dynSA+sortIS (yellow star) and dynSA+MIS (pink cross).
Thus, sortIS proves to be a viable replacement for MIS which
is NP-hard. The windowIS method is theoretically worse than
sortIS because of the limited window size. We set this size
to be 1,000, larger than the scale of benchmarks in Fig. 6. In
the evaluations with larger benchmarks up to 10,000 qubits,
we observe a similar number of compatible move sets and an
average movement distance compared to sortIS, which means
windowIS is a good heuristic to speed up the compilation.

B. Quality Comparison with Previous Works

In Fig. 7, we compare Enola with OLSQ-DPQA [10] using
the same set of benchmarks in that study. For dependency
circuits, OLSQ-DPQA tries to execute as many gates as
possible in the current front layer of the DAG, which often
results in the same number of Rydberg stages as our ASAP
scheduling. In some cases like the three ‘ising’ benchmarks,
OLSQ-DPQA suffers from elongating the critical path because
its formulation cannot explore more than one rearrangement
steps between Rydberg stages, which results in a notably
worse fidelity compared to Enola. In some other cases like
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Fig. 6. Decoherence fidelity term of different settings in Enola on 3-
regular MaxCut QAOA circuits. ‘no SA’ means trivial placement. ‘SA’ means
static placement. ‘dynSA’ means dynamic placement. ‘MIS’ means maximum
independent using a solver. For these benchmarks, windowIS is the same with
sortIS since the window size (1,000) is larger than the number of vertices in
graph where we search for an IS.

‘multiply n13’ and ‘seca n11’, it appears one rearrangement
step is sufficient, so the two methods produce the same number
of stages. Under this scenario, OLSQ-DPQA can potentially
outperform Enola because the routing in Enola is heuristic
after all and may not find the optimal compatible sets of
moves.

On the QAOA benchmarks, Enola clearly outperforms
OLSQ-DPQA because it is able to leverage the near-optimal
scheduling. We depict the comparison of overall fidelity in
Fig. 7b and the three terms in Fig. 7c-e. In the two-qubit gate
term, there is a significant gap between the two approaches. At
90 qubits, OLSQ-DPQA uses 14.6 stages on average whereas
Enola only employs 4, a 3.7X reduction. In the atom transfer
term, two approaches are similar, but Enola starts gaining
advantage on larger benchmarks. It should be noted that in
OLSQ-DPQA, atom transfers are not penalized in the SMT
formulation. Examining its results with human eyes, there
appears to be unnecessary transfers and movements. In Enola,
we have explicit control over the transfers and movements. In
the decoherence term, Enola is worse than OLSQ-DPQA. This
is inevitable because we choose to prioritize the number of
Rydberg stages, necessitating more AOD movements. Overall,
Enola improves the fidelity by 5.9X compared to OLSQ-
DPQA at 90 qubits.

The fidelity gain of Enola is even larger when compared
to heuristic methods. Q-Pilot [26] is a DPQA router that
utilizes AOD only for ancilla qubits to mediate two-qubit
gates between SLM qubits. It does not include a nontrivial
placement solution. Atomique [27] focuses on the placement
and routes the qubits with SWAP gates. In Fig. 8, we compare
the two-qubit gate fidelity terms of all the approaches. Q-Pilot
and Atomique result in more Rydberg stages than OLSQ-
DPQA and Enola because the generation and recycling of
the ancillas and the SWAPs require additional stages. At 90
qubits, Enola reduces the number of stages by 8.7X compared
to Atomique and 10.5X compared to Q-Pilot. As a result,
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Fig. 7. Comparison of result fidelity between Enola and OLSQ-DPQA. a) Comparison on dependency circuits. b) Comparison of total fidelity on 3-regular
MaxCut QAOA circuits. c-e) Comparisons of different fidelity terms on the QAOA circuits.
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Fig. 8. Comparison of two-qubit gate fidelity term (scattered points) on 3-
regular MaxCut QAOA circuits. The total fidelity of Enola is also drawn for
reference (dashes).

the two-qubit fidelity term of Enola (red star) is 779X higher
than Atomique (green triangle) and 5806X higher than Q-Pilot
(yellow cross). The total fidelity of Enola (dashes), including
atom transfers and decoherence, is still higher than the two-
qubit fidelity term of the two heuristics.
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Fig. 9. Enola runtime scaling on 3-regular MaxCut QAOA circuits. Two
nearby bars correspond to the same number of qubits. The hatched bars are
windowIS data (with a window size of 1,000) and the other bars are sortIS
data.

C. Runtime Scaling of Enola

Since the steps in Enola all have polynomial runtime, it is
much more scalable than OLSQ-DPQA. For 3-regular MaxCut
QAOA, OLSQ-DPQA can compile 90-qubit benchmarks in



one day, whereas Enola compiles 100 qubit circuits with higher
fidelity in a minute.

Fig. 9 exhibits the runtime of Enola with sortIS and win-
dowIS on larger benchmarks, up to 10,000 qubits. Note that
this is a log-log plot. Different colors inside each bar provides
the portion of time spent on different tasks. The scheduling is
extremely fast, invisible in the plot. For benchmarks smaller
than 1,000 qubits, the runtime is dominated by the placement.
Although the placement scales in O(n), the constant factor is
large because we would like the simulated annealing to return
high-quality results. Later on, the routing portion becomes
dominant due to a higher asymptotics: sortIS takes O(n4)
time and windowIS takes O(n2 log n) time with a constant
window size. At 10,000 qubits, the sortIS approach took
1.22e4 seconds, i.e., about 3.4 hours; the windowIS approach
took 1.50e3 seconds, i.e., about 25 minutes. From the data,
the runtime scaling of windowIS roughly follows O(n2 log n):
increasing the number qubits by 10X from 1,000 to 10,000,
the runtime increases by 55X from 18.8 seconds to 1.04e3
seconds.

VII. RELATED WORK

We have introduced the three existing works that can be
directly compared with Enola: OLSQ-DPQA [25], [10], Q-
Pilot [26], and Atomique [27]. In this section, we discuss other
related works.

A key hardware assumption of ours is that the Rydberg
laser globally excites all qubits. An individually addressed
Rydberg laser has also been demonstrated, but the two-qubit
gate fidelity so far at 92.5% [37] is much lower than the
global approach. With individual addressability, the qubits can
be routed logically with SWAP gates like quantum computing
platforms with a fixed coupling graph such as superconducting
circuits. Baker et al. [38] covered the layout synthesis under
such a hardware setting. Li et al. [39] further considered the
detailed durations for different gates in the scheduling. Patel
et al. [40] proposed a method of logic resynthesis to leverage
three-qubit gates available on neutral atoms. The SWAPs for
routing qubits can sometimes become ‘free lunch’ after the
resynthesis.

Some works also utilizes the movement capabilities on
neutral atoms. Brandhofer et al. [41] targeted an architecture
with a more restricted kind of movement, ‘1D displacement’.
Nottingham et al. [42] and Schmid et al. [43] proposed
to combine the SWAP and AOD movement capabilities for
routing qubits. However, these works still rely on individual
addressability.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTION

In this paper, we formulated three tasks in the compilation
for DPQA: scheduling, placement, and routing. We presented
efficient solutions to all of them and integrated these solutions
in our compiler, Enola. Most notably, because the scheduling
is based on the Misra&Gries edge coloring algorithm, Enola
generates provably near-optimal number of two-qubit gate
stages. Our placement based on simulated annealing and

routing based on independent set also proves effective. This
paper leads to a few promising directions.

1) Synergy between the three tasks. For example, the edge
coloring only assigns two-qubit gates to stages without explic-
itly ordering these stages. Exploring this ordering resembles
placement-driven scheduling [44] and may further decrease
the total movement time. Further improvement is also possi-
ble via routability-based placement [45] because the current
placement only reduces the Euclidean distance of two-qubit
gates without considering whether the moves corresponding
to these gates are compatible.

2) More detailed formulation of the routing problem. For
example, the current notion of compatibility considers the
entirety of movements. However, a move may not entirely be
compatible with another move but becomes compatible after it
progresses past a certain portion. Exploring these opportunities
may also require innovation in the lower level instruction
set. Separately, the NP-hardness of routing justifies further
exploration in solver-based methods. Although these methods
cannot solve large-scale problems, it is still valuable to pursue
optimal solutions for critical and frequent subroutines or a
coarsened solution in a multilevel flow.

3) Application-specific compilation. This work achieves
the highest improvement over previous state of the art on
commutation groups of two-qubit gates. However, there are
commutation relations on higher level structures like Pauli
string unitaries in quantum simulation applications [46] that
lies out of the scope of this paper. Another example is the
decoding circuits for quantum error correction codes [47].
Although they are not commutation groups directly, there is
flexibility in the ordering of two-qubit gates.

4) Adaptation to hardware capabilities and co-design.
DPQA with separate storage and entanglement zones have
been demonstrated [9] where the Rydberg laser only illumi-
nates the entanglement zone. This work is still useful to handle
what happens inside the entanglement zone, but a higher level
framework of shuttling qubits between the zones should be
developed. An efficient and near-optimal compilation such
as Enola also aids in the co-design of the hardware, e.g.,
exploring the impact of more AODs in DPQA.
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APPENDIX: NP-HARDNESS RESULT OF THE DPQA
ROUTING PROBLEM

In the DPQA routing problem, we are given a set of
pairwise disjoint two-qubit gates and the qubit placement, i.e.,
a map from qubits to interaction sites. The goal is to generate
compatible sets of moves to realize all the two-qubit gates.
By our assumption, each move concerns one and only one
gate, so the number of atom transfers is fixed regardless the
routing strategy. Thus, different routing strategies have the
same two-qubit gate fidelity and atom transfer fidelity, but may
have different decoherence fidelity due to different time spent.
An optimal routing solution should minimize both the time
of AOD movements and that of atom transfers. In the main
text, we focus on the former. To minimize the atom transfer
time, we need to consider which qubits can be picked up in
parallel. To discuss this problem, we need to introduce some
terminology first.

For a binary matrix M ∈ Bm×n, a combinatorial rectangle
is the elements Mij where i ∈ X ⊆ [m] and j ∈ Y ⊆ [n],
i.e., elements at the intersections of some rows and columns.
If all the elements in a rectangle are 1’s, we call it a 1-
monochromatic rectangle or a rank-1 submatrix. An example
is provided in Fig. 10a where different markers indicate differ-
ent 1-monochromatic rectangles. The rectangular partitioning
problem asks for the minimum number of 1-monochromatic
rectangles to partition all the 1’s in the matrix. This problem
being NP-hard is because its decision version is equivalent to
the normal set basis problem which is NP-complete [29], [48].

Because of the product structure of the AOD, it can transfer
qubits locating at a rectangle of SLM traps, e.g., in Fig. 1a,
it aligns with 2-by-2 traps and picks up 3 qubits. If more
qubits need to be collected, we can slightly shift the existing
AOD rows and columns, and ramp up some other rows and
columns which, again, will pick up qubits in a rectangle of
SLM traps. For example, in Fig. 10a, 1’s like M00 means the
qubit is to be collected, whereas 0’s like M13 means the qubit
should not be collected. The 5 rectangles to partition the matrix
incur 5 parallel pick-ups. Since each parallel pick-up takes a
constant time Ttrans, we would like to minimize the number of
rectangles. Below, we prove that the rectangular partitioning
problem is reducible to the DPQA routing problem. The
idea is that in the reduced routing problem, there is only
one compatible set of moves, so an optimal routing solution
collects qubits with a minimum number of parallel pick-ups,
i.e., rectangles.

Theorem 2. The DPQA routing problem is NP-hard.

Proof. Given a matrix M ∈ Bm×n, e.g., Fig. 10a, we
construct the set of two-qubit gates to route: if and only if
Mij = 1, there is a gate between q2(ni+j) and q2(ni+j)+1.
The qubit placement is from left to right and from top to
bottom. Each row contains 2n qubits as illustrated in Fig. 10b.
The black dots are the qubits with even indices whereas the
gray dots are the qubits with odd indices. Given this qubit
placement, the movements for all the gates can be performed

a)

1 1 1 1 1
0 1 1 0 0
1 0 0 1 1
1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0

M =

M00 M13 b)

1 1 1 1 1
0 1 1 0 0
1 0 0 1 1
1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0

q1 Mij=1 ↔ gate on q2(ni+j) and q2(ni+j)+1

Fig. 10. NP-hardness of routing. a) A rectangular partitioning problem. b)
A DPQA routing problem reduced from a).

simultaneously by shifting all the black dots at the beginning
of all the arrows to the right by one unit. Thus, the optimal
routing solution provides the minimum number of parallel
pick-ups to collect qubits corresponding to the 1’s in M ,
which is the rectangular partitioning number of M . Thus,
we reduce an NP-hard problem, rectangular partitioning, to
a DPQA routing problem, which means the DPQA routing
problem is NP-hard.
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parallel entangling gates on a neutral-atom quantum computer,” Nature,
vol. 622, no. 7982, p. 268–272, 2023, DOI: 10.1038/s41586-023-06481-
y.

[4] QuEra. [Online]. Available: https://www.quera.com/
[5] Infleqtion. [Online]. Available: https://www.infleqtion.com/
[6] Pasqal. [Online]. Available: https://www.pasqal.com/
[7] planqc. [Online]. Available: https://www.planqc.eu/
[8] Atom Computing. [Online]. Available: https://atom-computing.com/
[9] D. Bluvstein, H. Levine, G. Semeghini, T. T. Wang, S. Ebadi, M. Kali-

nowski, A. Keesling, N. Maskara, H. Pichler, M. Greiner, V. Vuletić,
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