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How to use this guide

Read the guide as a progressive system rather than a disconnected encyclopedia. Foundational material establishes the mental
model; practitioner sections convert it into repeatable implementation and operations; advanced sections expose architecture,
scale, security, and failure behavior; frontier sections describe technologies whose evidence or maturity is still evolving.

New practitioners should follow the chapters in order and complete the laboratories. Experienced engineers may begin with the
architecture, failure, validation, or frontier sections, then use the related-document map to deepen a specific topic.

Learning and assurance model

Level Reader outcome

L1 - Foundational Terminology, first principles, component roles, packet or state flow, and simple working examples.
L2 - Practitioner Implementation, configuration, automation, testing, troubleshooting, and operational evidence.

L3 - Advanced Architecture, scale, concurrency, resilience, threat models, performance, and complex migrations.
L4 - Frontier Emerging systems, research directions, technical uncertainty, readiness gates, and adoption signals.
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CHAPTER 01

Quantum-network principles

Define quantum communication as a state-distribution and correlation problem.

Define quantum communication as a state-distribution and correlation problem.

$5 1.1 Quantum channels and no-cloning

Quantum channels and no-cloning must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Understand state transmission, loss, decoherence, measurement disturbance, and why classical amplification does not
apply. The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for quantum channels and no-cloning.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating quantum channels and no-cloning as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for quantum
channels and no-cloning.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 1.2 Entanglement as a network resource

Entanglement as a network resource must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Represent Bell pairs, fidelity, purification, swapping, consumption, and application demand. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.

Engineering practices
Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for entanglement as a network resource.
Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.
Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.
Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.
Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating entanglement as a network resource as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for entanglement
as a network resource.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

t5 1.3 Classical and quantum planes

Classical and quantum planes must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Separate quantum transmission from classical signaling, synchronization, authentication, routing, and management.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for classical and quantum planes.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating classical and quantum planes as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for classical and
quantum planes.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

P 1.4 Network service abstractions

Network service abstractions must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Define entanglement generation, teleportation support, key service, sensing, and distributed computation interfaces.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for network service abstractions.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating network service abstractions as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for network
service abstractions.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 01 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Model a two-node service that generates Bell pairs and requires classical acknowledgement, fidelity evidence, and timeout behavior.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore entanglement-as-a-service APIs and programmable quantum network operating systems.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 02

Photonic qubits, sources, channels, and

dﬁ&%@&ggﬁyer and its dominant loss and noise mechanisms.

Engineer the physical layer and its dominant loss and noise mechanisms.

$5 2.1 Encoding and state preparation

Encoding and state preparation must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Compare polarization, time-bin, frequency-bin, path, continuous-variable, and hybrid encodings. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for encoding and state preparation.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating encoding and state preparation as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for encoding and
state preparation.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 2.2 Sources and interfaces

Sources and interfaces must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Assess attenuated lasers, single-photon and entangled sources, frequency conversion, coupling, and indistinguishability. The
design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for sources and interfaces.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating sources and interfaces as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.

Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for sources and
interfaces.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

+5 2.3 Fiber, free-space, and satellite channels

Fiber, free-space, and satellite channels must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Model attenuation, dispersion, turbulence, background, pointing, weather, and trusted-node implications.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.

Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for fiber, free-space, and satellite
channels.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.
Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.
Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating fiber, free-space, and satellite channels as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.

Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Mythos Systems MYTHOS-QTC - Quantum Technologies 0013



MYTHOS-FG-FRONTIER-0002 MYTHOS TECHNICAL LIBRARY / LIVING FIELD GUIDE CANDIDATE FOCUSED FIELD GUIDE

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for fiber,
free-space, and satellite channels.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 2.4 Detection and measurement

Detection and measurement must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Evaluate efficiency, dark counts, timing jitter, dead time, number resolution, Bell measurements, and cryogenic needs.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for detection and measurement.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating detection and measurement as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.

Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.
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Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for detection and
measurement.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

Mythos Systems MYTHOS-QTC - Quantum Technologies 0015



MYTHOS-FG-FRONTIER-0002 MYTHOS TECHNICAL LIBRARY / LIVING FIELD GUIDE CANDIDATE FOCUSED FIELD GUIDE

Chapter 02 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Build a link budget that includes source rate, channel loss, detector efficiency, dark counts, and final usable-event rate.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore integrated quantum photonics and space-based entanglement distribution.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 03

Quantum key distribution architecture

Treat QKD as one component of an authenticated cryptographic system.

Treat QKD as one component of an authenticated cryptographic system.

+- 3.1 Protocol families

Protocol families must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise. Compare
prepare-and-measure, entanglement-based, decoy-state, continuous-variable, device-independent aspirations, and practical
assumptions. The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource
limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for protocol families.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating protocol families as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for protocol
families.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 3.2 Sifting, estimation, and privacy amplification

Sifting, estimation, and privacy amplification must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Trace raw detections through basis reconciliation, parameter estimation, error correction, and final keys.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.

Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for sifting, estimation, and privacy
amplification.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.
Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.
Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating sifting, estimation, and privacy amplification as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for sifting,
estimation, and privacy amplification.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

+5 3.3 Authentication and key management

Authentication and key management must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Require authenticated classical channels, bootstrap trust, key lifecycle, KMS integration, and application
consumption. The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource
limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for authentication and key management.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating authentication and key management as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for authentication
and key management.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 3.4 Implementation security and limitations

Implementation security and limitations must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Address source and detector attacks, side channels, denial of service, trusted hardware, distance, and
operational complexity. The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities,
resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.

Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for implementation security and
limitations.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.
Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.
Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating implementation security and limitations as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.

Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.
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Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for
implementation security and limitations.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

Mythos Systems MYTHOS-QTC - Quantum Technologies 0021



MYTHOS-FG-FRONTIER-0002 MYTHOS TECHNICAL LIBRARY / LIVING FIELD GUIDE CANDIDATE FOCUSED FIELD GUIDE

Chapter 03 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Design a QKD-to-KMS integration and prove where authentication, trust, key confirmation, and application policy remain classical.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore measurement-device-independent and networked device-independent QKD under realistic engineering constraints.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 04

Entanglement distribution and swapping

Create longer virtual links from shorter physical entanglement segments.

Create longer virtual links from shorter physical entanglement segments.

+5 4.1 Elementary link generation

Elementary link generation must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Coordinate attempts, heralding, timing, wavelength, memory availability, retry, and event identity. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for elementary link generation.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating elementary link generation as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for elementary
link generation.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 4.2 Bell-state measurement and swapping

Bell-state measurement and swapping must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Consume adjacent pairs, produce end-to-end entanglement, update fidelity, and notify endpoints. The
design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.

Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for bell-state measurement and
swapping.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.
Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.
Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating bell-state measurement and swapping as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for bell-state
measurement and swapping.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

+5 4.3 Purification and fidelity management

Purification and fidelity management must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or
speculative promise. Trade pair consumption, latency, success probability, and memory time for higher-quality entanglement.
The design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits,
uncertainty, telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for purification and fidelity management.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating purification and fidelity management as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for purification
and fidelity management.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 4.4 Rate, latency, and scheduling

Rate, latency, and scheduling must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Model probabilistic generation, multiplexing, contention, deadlines, and application utility. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for rate, latency, and scheduling.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating rate, latency, and scheduling as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for rate, latency,
and scheduling.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 04 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Simulate a three-hop swapping chain and quantify end-to-end rate, fidelity, and memory waiting time.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore multiplexed all-photonic repeaters and error-corrected network links.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 05

Quantum memories and repeaters

Understand the devices that make nontrivial quantum networks possible.

Understand the devices that make nontrivial quantum networks possible.

$5 5.1 Memory requirements

Memory requirements must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Evaluate storage time, fidelity, efficiency, multimode capacity, wavelength, bandwidth, and readout. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for memory requirements.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating memory requirements as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for memory
requirements.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 5.2 Repeater generations

Repeater generations must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Compare heralded entanglement, purification, error correction, one-way operation, and all-photonic proposals. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for repeater generations.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating repeater generations as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.

Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for repeater
generations.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

t5 5.3 Repeater node architecture

Repeater node architecture must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Integrate sources, memories, switches, detectors, timing, cryogenics, control, security, and maintenance. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for repeater node architecture.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating repeater node architecture as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for repeater node
architecture.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 5.4 Resource estimation

Resource estimation must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Calculate node spacing, memory count, attempts, fidelity, classical latency, and end-to-end service rate. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for resource estimation.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating resource estimation as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for resource
estimation.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 05 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Create a repeater resource estimate for a metropolitan and regional path with explicit technology assumptions.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore heterogeneous repeater chains and modular quantum-computer interconnects.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 06

Routing, orchestration, and control

Coordinate probabilistic resources across a time-varying network.

Coordinate probabilistic resources across a time-varying network.

t5 6.1 Topology and resource state

Topology and resource state must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Track quantum links, memories, fidelity, availability, calibration, wavelength, and trust boundaries. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for topology and resource state.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating topology and resource state as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for topology and
resource state.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 6.2 Entanglement routing

Entanglement routing must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Choose paths based on success probability, rate, fidelity, memory, latency, contention, and service class. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for entanglement routing.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating entanglement routing as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.

Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for entanglement
routing.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

$5 6.3 Scheduling and reservation

Scheduling and reservation must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Coordinate generation, swapping, purification, application deadlines, priority, fairness, and retries. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for scheduling and reservation.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating scheduling and reservation as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for scheduling
and reservation.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 6.4 Management and telemetry

Management and telemetry must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Expose link health, key rate, pair rate, fidelity estimates, alarms, calibration, and audit evidence. The design should
identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry,
failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for management and telemetry.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating management and telemetry as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for management
and telemetry.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 06 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Implement a path selector that chooses among rate, fidelity, trust, and latency tradeoffs and handles resource expiry.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore software-defined quantum networking and cross-domain entanglement federation.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 07

Classical coexistence, timing, and

QQQE@M%@ with real optical and IP infrastructure.

Integrate quantum networks with real optical and IP infrastructure.

+ 7.1 Fiber coexistence

Fiber coexistence must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise. Manage
wavelengths, Raman noise, launch power, filtering, isolation, and shared-fiber operational risk. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for fiber coexistence.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating fiber coexistence as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for fiber
coexistence.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 7.2 Time and frequency synchronization

Time and frequency synchronization must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative
promise. Provide stable clocks, timestamping, coincidence windows, calibration, and holdover. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for time and frequency synchronization.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating time and frequency synchronization as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for time and
frequency synchronization.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.
Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.
Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

t5 7.3 Network operations

Network operations must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Handle provisioning, maintenance, fiber events, detector outages, key depletion, alarms, spares, and change control. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for network operations.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating network operations as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for network
operations.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 7.4 Security operations

Security operations must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Monitor authentication, trust nodes, side-channel indicators, key service, physical access, and incident response. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for security operations.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating security operations as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for security
operations.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 07 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Design a coexistence and operations plan for QKD over a production metro optical network.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Explore quantum-aware optical control planes and synchronized terrestrial-satellite fabrics.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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CHAPTER 08

Verification, readiness, and adoption

Evaluate systems through measurable service and explicit limitations.

Evaluate systems through measurable service and explicit limitations.

+ 8.1 Performance metrics

Performance metrics must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Measure secret-key rate, entanglement rate, fidelity, availability, distance, latency, trust, and cost. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for performance metrics.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating performance metrics as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing AL autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for performance
metrics.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 8.2 Security assurance

Security assurance must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise. Verify
protocol assumptions, devices, authentication, implementation, supply chain, monitoring, and incident recovery. The design
should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for security assurance.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

entanglement_service:
endpoints: [site-a, site-d]
requested_pairs: 100
minimum_fidelity: ©.90
route: [a-b, b-c, c-d]
link_state:

freshness_ms: 50
repeater:
swapping: heralded
memory_timeout_ms: 20
classical_authentication: pqc-authenticated
completion:
require: [pair-receipts, fidelity-estimate, endpoint-confirmation]

Failure patterns
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Treating security assurance as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.

Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.

Allowing AL, autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for security
assurance.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

+5 8.3 PQC and QKD positioning

PQC and QKD positioning must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Use PQC as the broadly deployable migration foundation and qualify QKD for narrow justified cases. The design should identify
physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty, telemetry, failure
behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for pqc and gkd positioning.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating pqc and gkd positioning as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.

Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
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Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.

Validation and evidence

Method Expected evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for pqc and gkd
positioning.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.

@ 8.4 Maturity roadmap

Maturity roadmap must be engineered as an observable mechanism rather than a frontier label or speculative promise.
Separate laboratory links, field trials, trusted-node networks, repeater research, and general quantum internet claims. The
design should identify physical and logical assumptions, authoritative state, interfaces, identities, resource limits, uncertainty,
telemetry, failure behavior, recovery, and acceptance evidence.

This guide traces the subject through the application request, route, photonic link, entanglement or key generation, classical
coordination, repeater or KMS, verification, and service outcome chain. A laboratory demonstration, simulation result, standards
reference, valid packet, successful kernel, or fluent Al interaction is not sufficient proof. Intended behavior must be reconciled
with measured state, negative tests, degraded conditions, lifecycle constraints, complete-system cost, and user or mission
outcomes.

Implementation begins with a small known-good baseline and explicit invariants. Introduce one device, algorithm, optical
engine, robot skill, transfer path, component interface, GPU kernel, approval mode, or network feature at a time; preserve
before-state evidence; test prohibited and failed behavior; and retain a reversible fallback.

Troubleshooting locates the first divergence from the expected state machine or physical model. Account for calibration, loss,
noise, timing, version skew, hidden dependencies, resource exhaustion, stale state, synchronization, permissions, model
uncertainty, supply-chain changes, and missing evidence. Closure requires causal explanation, reproducibility, validated
recovery, and disclosed limitations.
Engineering practices

Define the objective, authority, physical assumptions, interfaces, resources, risks, and acceptance evidence for maturity roadmap.

Separate stable standards and deployable practice from drafts, experiments, prototypes, and research hypotheses.

Version hardware, firmware, software, models, schemas, calibration, data, policy, and evaluation artifacts.

Test nominal, prohibited, noisy, degraded, overloaded, disconnected, failed, recovery, and rollback conditions.

Preserve source, configuration, measurement, trace, artifact, approval, experiment, and user-outcome evidence.

Adopt through staged pilots, independent baselines, explicit exit criteria, and reversible architecture.

Failure patterns
Treating maturity roadmap as mature because a component or laboratory demonstration exists.
Comparing a specialized accelerator or protocol against a weak or incomplete classical baseline.
Ignoring physical loss, calibration, timing, packaging, power, thermal, network, and operational constraints.
Allowing Al autonomy, local compute, or disconnected operation to bypass identity, policy, safety, and evidence controls.
Using average performance while hiding tails, failed trials, environmental sensitivity, or complete-system overhead.

Declaring adoption success without interoperability, maintenance, recovery, workforce, supplier, and exit evidence.
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Validation and evidence

Examine Architecture, standards maturity, physical assumptions, identity, interfaces, versions, resources, and risks for maturity
roadmap.

Observe Signals, states, measurements, packets, events, traces, resource use, errors, artifacts, approvals, and user-visible outcomes.

Test Expected, prohibited, noisy, adversarial, overloaded, disconnected, partially failed, recovery, and rollback cases.

Measure Correctness, fidelity, accuracy, latency, throughput, energy, availability, safety, cost, scalability, and operator effort.

Reconcile Claimed capability against measured physical, software, network, security, operational, and user evidence.
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Chapter 08 laboratory and review

Practical laboratory
Produce an adoption decision comparing PQC-only, PQC plus QKD, and future entanglement networking for one organization.

Laboratory evidence package
Architecture or topology showing boundaries, identities, dependencies, and authoritative inputs.
Versioned configuration or code with explanatory comments and reproducible setup instructions.
Nominal-path validation plus at least two injected failure or boundary conditions.
Structured logs, traces, metrics, packet captures, test output, or other appropriate evidence.

A concise decision record covering findings, limitations, residual risks, and next actions.

Frontier extension

Develop independent quantum-network certification, interoperability labs, and continuously verified service claims.

Review gate

Advance only when another engineer can reproduce the result, explain the architecture, identify the failure boundary, and
distinguish measured evidence from assumptions or projections.
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Integrated learning roadmap

The guide is intended to be revisited. First establish fluency, then build a small implementation, operate it under failure,
automate repeatable work, and finally evaluate emerging techniques against a stable baseline. Progress is demonstrated
through evidence rather than reading completion alone.

_ Demonstrated ca pability

Foundation Explain the system from first principles and trace its critical path without relying on product terminology.
Build Implement the smallest representative system with explicit contracts, identities, telemetry, and tests.
Operate Diagnose injected failures, recover safely, and preserve evidence of the causal chain.

Automate Convert a proven manual workflow into bounded, idempotent, observable automation.

Architect Design for scale, resilience, security, interoperability, and lifecycle change.

Explore Evaluate frontier techniques using stated hypotheses, limitations, and adoption gates.
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Source authority register

Source policy

Official standards, specifications, and project documentation remain with their issuing organizations. Mythos Systems provides original
engineering interpretation, synthesis, implementation guidance, and relationship mapping. Source verification dates do not guarantee
that an authority has not changed since review.

01. U.S. Department of Energy - Report of the DOE Quantum Internet Blueprint Workshop

Role: Quantum-network architecture, milestones, applications, repeaters, memories, and research roadmap.
Verified: 2026-07-26

Official source: https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2020/07/f76/QuantumWkshpRpt20FINAL_Nav_0.pdf

02. U.S. Department of Energy - DOE Explains: Quantum Networks

Role: Official explanation of entanglement distribution and quantum repeaters.
Verified: 2026-07-26

Official source: https://www.energy.gov/science/doe-explainsquantum-networks

03. ETSI - Industry Specification Group on Quantum Key Distribution

Role: QKD architecture, interfaces, security, implementation, and standardization program.
Verified: 2026-07-26

Official source: https://www.etsi.org/technical-groups/qkd/

04. NSA - Quantum Key Distribution and Quantum Cryptography
Role: Security-position context and limitations for QKD deployment.

Verified: 2026-07-26
Official source: https://www.nsa.gov/Cybersecurity/Quantum-Key-Distribution-QKD-and-Quantum-Cryptography-QC/

Authority application and refresh triggers

Protocols and specifications Recheck interoperability, security considerations, defaults, and migration guidance when a referenced specification
changes.

Security and assurance Update control mappings, evidence expectations, risk language, and assessment procedures after material framework

frameworks revision.

Languages, runtimes, and Re-run examples, tests, deprecation checks, and operational recommendations against supported releases.

projects

Benchmarks and evaluations Re-execute claims when workloads, methods, models, compilers, drivers, hardware, or scoring rules change.

Operational evidence Incorporate validated incidents, failure tests, reader corrections, and measured implementation outcomes into the next
revision.
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Limitations, freshness, and revision control

_

Publication limitation This guide synthesizes broad engineering practice. It does not replace product documentation, legal advice, safety
certification, or environment-specific design review.

Evidence limitation Not every pattern is benchmarked in every environment. Examples illustrate engineering methods and must be validated
against actual versions, workloads, hardware, policy, and failure conditions.

Freshness limitation Vendor behavior, software libraries, Al models, security threats, and emerging standards can change quickly. Volatile claims
require source revalidation before operational adoption.

Adoption limitation Frontier content is not an implicit adoption recommendation. Adoption requires defined value, qualification gates,
controlled proof, rollback, ownership, and residual-risk acceptance.

Status boundary Candidate Focused Field Guide describes the publication, not certification of a product, implementation, engineer, or
organization.

Revision record

1.0.0-candidate Initial candidate living-guide edition. Published 2026-07-26; scheduled review 2026-10-26.

Search and relationship metadata

Primary domain MYTHOS-QTC - Quantum Technologies

Secondary domain MYTHOS-NET; MYTHOS-SEC; MYTHOS-PQC

Publication class Field Guide / Canonical Living Overview Guide

Skill levels L1 Foundational; L2 Practitioner; L3 Advanced; L4 Frontier

Tags quantum networking, QKD, entanglement, quantum repeaters, quantum memory, photonic qubits, quantum routing, key

management, optical coexistence, PQC

Canonical route /library/field-guides/mythos-fg-frontier-0002/

Living publication

Corrections, expanded laboratories, improved diagrams, authority changes, and new engineering evidence should revise this
permanent publication rather than create disconnected replacements.
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