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In this paper, we analyse the role of non-Gaussianity in continuous-variable (CV) quantum key dis-
tribution (QKD) with multimode light under mode-mismatch. We consider entanglement-based pro-
tocol with non-Gaussian resources generated by single-photon-subtraction and zero-photon-catalysis
on a two-mode squeezed vacuum state (TMSV). Our results indicate that, compared to the case
of TMSV, these non-Gaussian resources reasonably enhances the performance of CV-QKD, even
under the effect of noise arising due to mode-mismatch. To be specific, while in the case of TMSV
the maximum transmission distance is limited to ∼ 45 Km, single-photon subtracted TMSV and
zero-photon-catalysed TMSV yield much higher distance of ∼ 70 Km and ∼ 150 Km respectively.
However, photon loss as a practical concern in zero-photon-catalysis setup limits the transmis-
sion distance for zero-photon-catalysed TMSV to ∼ 35 Km. This makes single-photon-subtraction
on TMSV to be the best choice for entanglement-based CV-QKD in obtaining large transmis-
sion distance. Nonetheless, we note that the non-Gaussianity does not improve the robustness
of entanglement-based CV-QKD scheme against detection inefficiency. We believe that our work
provides a practical view of implementing CV-QKD with multimode light under realistic conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Encryption and decryption of messages between two
distant parties using the rules of quantum mechanics have
been a centre of interest over a long period in modern sci-
entific endeavours [1, 2]. While classical prescriptions are
secured up to the technical limitations in obtaining prime
divisors of a large number [3], quantum protocols rely
upon the fundamental laws of nature [4–9]. Moreover, re-
cent advances indicate the vulnerability of classical cryp-
tography further [10] and thereby pointing towards the
indispensability of quantum cryptography that provides
security beyond the scope of classical physics with both
asymptotic [11–17] and finite resources. [18–23].
Over last three decades there have been extensive stud-

ies on cryptographic aspects of quantum systems, in par-
ticular generating/distributing quantum key/password
known as quantum key distribution (QKD) [24]. Com-
munication protocols involving quantum systems could
be broadly classified into two groups, discrete variable
(DV) QKD [4, 5] and continuous variable (CV) QKD
[6–9]. While DV-QKD requires expensive single pho-
ton sources, CV-QKD protocols are more readily imple-
mentable within the current technology. Nonetheless, CV
protocols are proved to be unconditionally secure against
the most general collective attack as well as have been
experimentally implemented [25–32].
Although quantum optical entangled states with low

energy are the ideal choices for performing QKD, it is
always challenging to control and manipulate such mi-
croscopic systems in practice. On the other hand, clas-
sical light beams which are, in general multimode and
bright (intense), easy to operate; however, are devoid
of quantum characters. This often sets a trade-off be-
tween quantumness and macroscopicity of the physical
systems [33]. In recent times, there have been numerous
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findings revealing interesting quantum features of such
multimode systems [34–40] as well as QKD with them
[41] and bright light [42, 43] at the cost of reduced key
length. Although these results promise a practical reso-
lution of controlling sensitive microscopic systems, they
are primarily restricted to Gaussian premises only.

On the other hand, over last decade, authors have
pointed out the efficiency of various non-gaussian op-
erations in CV-QKD [44–53]. To be particular, non-
Gaussianity induced by photon-subtraction [44, 46, 47,
51] or photon-catalysis [50, 52, 53] enhances the distance
between the parties as well as provides robustness against
the detector inefficiency. However, it remains an open
concern whether such non-Gaussian operations have any
practical impact on the macroscopic optical systems that
play an important role in quantum information process-
ing with optical resources [55]. It becomes quite inter-
esting to analyse such non-Gaussian operations in the
context of CV-QKD with multimode light.

In the current paper, we analyze QKD with multimode
non-Gaussian light under mode-mismatch between the
source and the detectors. We consider entanglement-
based protocol with no-switching assumption [56] as it
yields more distance [57]. In this protocol, two par-
ties generate key by performing heterodyne measure-
ments (measuring both quadrature), instead of homo-
dyne (measuring only one of the quadrature), on the
shared entangled state of light. Although there are
many ways of introducing non-Gaussianity on a two-
mode squeezed vacuum state (TMSV), here we consider
only single-photon-subtraction and zero-photon-catalysis
(i.e., no photon detection at the ancillary mode) as they
appear to yield better results [58].

We show that both single-photon-subtraction and zero-
photon-catalysis enhance the transmission distance con-
siderably, compared to the Gaussian case (TMSV) at all
strengths of noise due to mode-mismatch. In particular,
zero-photon-catalysed TMSV yields the maximum trans-
mission distance of ∼ 150 Km. However, considering the
effect of photon loss which is a very natural phenomenon
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occurring in zero-photon-catalysis, we find that single-
photon-subtracted TMSV appears to be the better non-
Gaussian resource in entanglement-based CV-QKD that
yields a maximum distance of ∼ 70 Km.
Current article is organized as follows. In Sec. II we

introduce the basic notions. We briefly discuss the multi-
mode homodyne detection with mode-mismatch followed
by the channel parameters and derivation of keyrate. Sec.
III contains analysis on TMSV. After briefly describing
the constraint on entanglement due to mode-mismatch
we present results on keyrate. In Sec. IV we dis-
cuss our simulation results on keyrate for single-photon-
subtracted TMSV and zero-photon-catalysed TMSV. Fi-
nally, in Sec. V we summarize our observations.

II. BASIC CONCEPTS

A. Multimode quadrature measurement under

mode-mismatch

Let us first consider the basic outline of homodyne de-
tection of a multimode light where the number of modes
at the measuring detector differs from the number of
modes generated at the source. We elaborate it in a
simple diagram in Fig. 1. Suppose the emitter emits to-
tal M + N number of signal modes (ai) out of which
only M of modes match with the local oscillators (αi)
(i = 1, 2, ..,M) used for quadrature measurement. As a
consequence, the rest of the N number of emitted sig-
nal modes (bj) are mixed with the N number of vacuum
modes (Vj) (j = 1, 2, .., N) in the beam splitter (BS).
For the sake of simplicity we consider balanced homo-
dyne detection, i.e. we use the BS transmission to be
50%.
We also consider that the detectors (D1 and D2) can

detect the additional modes with efficiency
√
ǫ. For ex-

ample, say the detector D1 can register the outgoing
matched signal modes (a

′

i) completely and the outgoing

additional unmatched signal modes (b
′

j) with probability√
ǫ. Consequently, the average photon number, detected

at D1 becomes n1 =
∑

k a
′†
k a

′

k + ǫ
∑

l b
′†
l b

′

l, where primed
operators correspond to the respective output modes of
the BS. Similarly, at D2 the average photon number is

given by n2 =
∑

k α
′∗
k α

′

k + ǫ
∑

l V
′†
l V

′

l .
In a simple and straightforward calculation it could

be shown that in the presence of this mode-mismatch
the measured quadrature for the signal modes changes

as [42] Ri → Ri +
ǫ
αi

∑

j

(

b†jVj + bjV
†
j

)

leading to the

variance ∆Ri → ∆Ri +
ǫ2

α2

∑

j〈b
†
jbj〉. Since there are M

number of matched modes, the normalised variance per
mode should be obtained by dividing the measured result
by the factor M . Furthermore, for the sake of simplicity
we consider that the additional (unmatched) modes are

all equally strong, i.e., 〈b†jbj〉 = 〈b†kbk〉 = n̄, ∀j, k. As a

consequence, the normalized variance becomes [42]

vi → vi +
Nǫ2

Mα2
n̄ = vi + δ(let). (1)

Let us denote this δ as the mode-mismatch-noise.

a1

a2.
.
aM

b1

b2.
.

bN

α1α2.αMV1V2
.VN

D 1

D 2

FIG. 1. Schematic of homodyne detection of multimode
light with mode mismatch. Various lines correspond to (a):
matched signal mode (green solid line), (b): unmatched sig-
nal mode (blue dotted line), (c): local oscillator (pink solid
line) and vacuum mode (black dashed line). Detectors are
designated as D1 and D2; BS being given by red solid line.

B. Channel parameters and Keyrate

In the entanglement-based scheme, one of the parties
(say Alice) generates a two-mode entangled resource and
sends one of the modes to a distant party (say Bob)
through optical cables which are in general lossy. The
loss of the channel due to transmission is quantified as
T = 1

210
−l∗L where l = 0.02 (dB/Km) is the loss per Km

and L is the distance between Alice and Bob. This trans-
mittance through lossy channel leads to the line noise

defined as χline = 1−T
T

. On the other hand, the homo-
dyne detectors, used by Alice and Bob for measurement
on the shared entangled state to generate the key, are
not in general prefect. This imperfection in the detectors
further lead to homodyne noise as χhomo = 1−η

η
, where η

is the detection efficiency. Under these assumptions, the
total additional noise (due to channel transmission and
noisy detectors), introduced to the variance matrix could
be written as

χtot = χline +
2χhomo

T
. (2)

Let us consider the variance matrix generated by Al-

ice is given as V =

(

VA VC

V T

C VB

)

, where VA and VB

correspond to the subsystems of Alice and Bob, while
VC is the correlation between them. Under the effect
of lossy channel transmission and imperfect detectors,

the final variance matrix becomes V
′

=

(

V
′

A V
′

C

V
′
T

C V
′

B

)

=
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(

VA

√
TVC√

TV T

C T (VB + χtotI2)

)

, where I2 is the 2× 2 identity

matrix. Here, ”T” stands for transposition.
It is natural to think of an adversary, say Eve, trying

to hack and obtain information about the communica-
tion/quantum state between Alice and Bob. We assume
that Eve can perform independent one-mode collective
attacks on the communication channel between ALice
and Bob. In this scenario, the secured raw keyrate is
given by [59]

K = βIAB − χhol, (3)

where IAB is the mutual information between Alice and
Bob and χhol is the maximum information available to
Eve and is given by the Holevo bound [60]. It may be
noted that in the case where IAB ≤ χhol or simply IAB =
0, K is trivially zero (K ≥ 0). This means that if the
channel becomes highly noisy/lossy (IAB ≤ χhol) or we
use uncorrelated data set (IAB = 0), there is no secret
key.
Furthermore, we consider the reverse reconciliation

(Bob communicates his results with Alice) [61] as it of-
fers better keyrate as well as is more robust than the di-
rect reconciliation (Alice communicates her results with
Bob) [62]. As a consequence, χhol is given by the maxi-
mum information bound on Eve due to Bob’s data and
is denoted as χBE. Let us now consider the transmitted
variance matrix between Alice and Bob, V

′

, to evaluate
the keyrate. It is imperative to note that final secured
keyrate is obtained after post-processing and privacy am-
plification carried out on the raw keyrate [2]. In the cur-
rent paper we focus on the raw keyrate (3) only.
In any CV-QKD protocol, keyrate is obtained by con-

sidering the equivalent Prepare-and-Measure protocol.
Moreover, we consider the no-switching protocol, i.e., in-
stead of homodyne measurements (measuring either of x
and p), we consider heterodyne measurement (measuring
both x and p.) Consequently, the mutual information
between Alice and Bob is given by

IAB =
1

2
log

(

V
′x
Am

V
′x
Am|Bm

)

+
1

2
log

(

V
′p
Am

V
′p

Am|Bm

)

, (4)

i.e., contributions coming from the measurements of both

x and p quadrature. Here, V
′ζ
Am

and V
′ζ

Am|Bm
(ζ = x, p)

are the measured quadrature for Alice’s subsystem and
Alice’s conditional subsystem based on Bob’s measure-

ment. These are mathematically described as V
′ζ
Am

=

(V
′ζ
A + 1)/2 and V

′ζ

Am|Bm
= (V

′ζ

A|B + 1)/2 where

V
′

A|B = V
′

A − V
′
T

C (V
′

B + I)−1V
′

C . (5)

On the other hand, the holevo bound between Bob and
Eve is defined as [60]

χBE = S(ρBE)−
∫

dmB P (mB) S(ρ
mb

BE)

= S(ρAB)− S(ρA|B), (6)

where S(ρ) denotes the von-Neumann entropy of the
state ρ, mB is the Bob’s measurement outcome with
probability P (mB) with ρmB

BE is the Eve’s state condi-
tioned on the corresponding Bob’s measurement. In
terms of the total variance matrix between Alice and Bob
(V

′

) and the Alice’s conditional variance matrix based

on Bob’s measurement (V
′

A|B), one can easily obtain the

holevo bound as

S(ρAB) = G

(

λ1 − 1

2

)

+G

(

λ2 − 1

2

)

S(ρA|B) = G

(

λ3 − 1

2

)

, (7)

where G(x) = (x+1) log2(x+1)− x log2 x. {λ1, λ2} and

λ3 are the symplectic eigenvalues [63] of V
′

and V
′

A|B
respectively.

III. KEY DISTRIBUTION WITH MULTIMODE

GAUSSIAN STATES: EFFECT OF

MODE-MISMATCH

Here, we consider a two-mode Gaussian resource -
a TMSV state described by the variance matrix V =
(

A C
C B

)

, where A = B = diag(η, η) correspond to

the individual subsystems and C = diag(c,−c) repre-
sents the inter-mode correlation with η = cosh(2r) and
c = sinh(2r). Due to mode-mismatch the measured
quantities for the subsystems (η) would acquire addi-
tional contribution while the inter-mode terms (c) would
be unaffected. As a consequence, under multimode-
homodyne-detection with mode-mismatch, the variance
matrix for the TMSV becomes

V =







η + δ 0 c 0
0 η + δ 0 −c
c 0 η + δ 0
0 −c 0 η + δ






, (8)

where δ = Nǫ2

Mα2 n̄.

A. Entanglement vs mode-mismatch

As is evident from the Eq. (8), mode-mismatch in-
troduces additional gaussian noise to the initial variance
matrix of the TMSV. This leads to the mixedness in the
variance matrix as detV > 1. As a consequence, we
consider the logarithmic negativity to check for the en-
tanglement. Logarithmic negativity for a bipartite Gaus-

sian state with variance matrix V =

(

A C
C B

)

is given in

terms of its minimum symplectic eigenvalue (under par-
tial transposition) lmin as [63] EN = max{0,− log lmin},
where

lmin =

√

∆−
√
∆2 − 4 detV

2
(9)
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FIG. 2. Keyrate vs length for TMSV for different noise pa-
rameter δ. Other parameters are Tbs = 0.9 and η = 1.0.
Different curves correspond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line),
δ = 0.02 (yellow dashed line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line),
δ = 0.04 (blue dashed-dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple
dashed-double-dotted line).

and ∆ = detA+ detB − 2 detC.
Consequently, in the present case of multimode homo-

dyne detection with mode-mismatch, logarithmic nega-
tivity for the variance matrix V (8) is given by

EN = −1

2
log
(

−1 + δ2 + 2(δ + µ)(µ− ν)
)

(10)

where µ = cosh r and ν = sinh r.
It is straightforward to note that the entanglement

(EN) is a strictly decreasing function of the mode-
mismatch-noise (δ). One can further show that the condi-
tion for the inseparability (EN ≥ 0) [63] for the variance
matrix V (∆ > detV + 1), is given by

δ < 1− cosh 2r + sinh 2r, (11)

For δ ≥ 1 − cosh 2r + sinh 2r, V represents a separable
state. In other words, there is no secret key as IAB be-
comes zero. Moreover, for δ = 1, the state is always
separable, i.e., for δ = 1 there is no entanglement.

B. Keyrate analysis

In figs. 2 we plot the dependence of keyrate upon the
distance L for TMSV. The maximum transmission dis-
tance for TMSV, i.e., ∼ 42 km, is obtained with the
mode-mismatch-noise δ = 0.01. As the error increases,
the transmission distance decreases.
Similarly, in Fig. 3 we plot the dependence for

keyrate upon detector efficiency for TMSV. As the mode-
mismatch-noise increases, system becomes more sensitive
to the detector efficiency. It may further be noted that
for moderate mode-mismatch (δ ≥ 0.08) it is almost im-
possible to obtain any key irrespective of the detector
efficiency.
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FIG. 3. Keyrate vs η for TMSV for different δ. Other param-
eters are Tbs = 0.9 and Lab = 15 km. Different curves corre-
spond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ = 0.02 (yellow dashed
line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ = 0.04 (blue dashed-
dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-double-dotted line).

IV. KEY DISTRIBUTION WITH

NON-GAUSSIAN SAMPLING OF

MACROSCOPIC GAUSSIAN STATES:

MITIGATING THE EFFECT OF

MODE-MISMATCH

In this section, we consider the role of non-Gaussianity
to mitigate the effect of the mode-mismatch. Non-
gaussianity generated in various ways such as photon
subtraction, addition as well as catalysis plays an im-
portant role in enhancing the performance of QKD.
Here, we analyze two of such de-gaussification pro-
cesses on TMSV, such as single-photon-subtraction and
zero-photon-catalysis. Corresponding states are denoted
as single-photon-subtracted TMSV and zero-photon-
catalysed TMSV.

A. Linear optical scheme for photon-Subtraction

and zero-photon-catalysis

FIG. 4. Schematic of photon subtraction/catalysis. Detection
of k-photon in the ancilla leads to k-photon subtraction in
mode b. k = 0 stands for zero-photon-catalysis.

Let us first consider the schematic as shown in fig. 4
for a unified view of photon-subtraction and zero-photon-
catalysis. The process of photon-subtraction/catalysis on
TMSV could be explained as follows,
Step 1: First we pass one of the modes of TMSV
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through a BS with transmittance Tbs while the other in-
put of the BS is left at vacuum.

Step 2: On the output ancila mode we detect k num-
ber of photons through a photon number resolving de-
tector for which the measurement operators are given by
{Mk;Mk = |k〉 〈k|}. This process is described in the
Hilbert space description as considering the overlap be-
tween the output state and the number state k in the
ancila mode.

The process of photon subtraction is probabilistic
where the probability of k photon subtraction is given

by [47] P (k) = 1
µ2

τ2k(1−Tbs)
k

(1−τ2Tbs)k+1 , where µ = cosh r and

τ = tanh r. It could be noted that k = 0 corre-
sponds to the case of zero-photon catalysis on TMSV.
The variance matrix for k-photon subtracted TMSV is

given by [47] V (k) =

(

x(k)I z(k)σ3

z(k)σ3 y(k)I

)

, where I is the

2 × 2 identity matrix, σ3 = diag(1,−1) is the pauli ma-

trix, x(k) = 2(1+k)
1−τ2Tbs

− 1, y(k) = 2(1+kτ2Tbs)
1−τ2Tbs

− 1 and

z(k) = 2
√
Tbsτ(1+k)
1−τ2Tbs

. It may be noted that due mode-

mismatch, both x(k) and y(k) attains additional contri-
bution of δ similar to the case of TMSV (8).

It is worth mentioning here that in the previous studies
[44–53], authors have considered the keyrate expression
K = Pres (βIAB − χhol), where Pres is the probability of
generating the specific non-gaussian resource. However,
the processes for generating the resources are offline pro-

cesses, i.e., the rest of the key distribution protocol are
executed only after we can successfully generate the re-
sources. From this perspective, every successful commu-
nication between Alice and Bob must take into account
the specific non-gaussian resource not the original gaus-
sian TMSV. As a consequence, in the current work we
have ignored the probability factor and used the keyrate
expressionK = βIAB−χhol (3). Next, we analyze keyrate
with the distance between Alice and Bob (L) as well as
the detector efficiency (η) for single-photon-subtracted
TMSV and zero-photon-catalysed TMSV.

B. Keyrate analysis for single-photon-subtracted

TMSV:

In Figs. 5 and 6 we plot the dependence of keyrate (K)
on the transmission distance (L) and the detector effi-
ciency (η) for single-photon-subtracted TMSV, respec-
tively. Evidently, with the minimum additional noise
(δ = 0.01) the maximum distance is ∼ 75 Km, almost
30 km more than that for TMSV. However, photon sub-
traction doesn’t improve the robustness against detector
inefficiency significantly. As it is evident from Fig. 6, the
lowest possible detection efficiency to obtain keyrate is
∼ 0.988. Nonetheless, the overall of pattern of keyrate
w.r.t. the mme remains same. As the noise (δ) increases
performance drops.
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FIG. 5. Keyrate vs length for 1PSTMSV for different noise
parameter δ. Other parameters are Tbs = 0.9 and η = 1.0.
Different curves correspond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ =
0.02 (yellow dashed line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ =
0.04 (blue dashed-dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-
double-dotted line).
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FIG. 6. Keyrate vs η for 1PSTMSV for different δ. Other pa-
rameters are Tbs = 0.9 and Lab = 15 km. Different curves cor-
respond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ = 0.02 (yellow dashed
line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ = 0.04 (blue dashed-
dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-double-dotted line).

C. Keyrate analysis for zero-photon-catalysed

TMSV

In Figs. 7 and 8 we plot the keyrate against trans-
mission distance (L) and detector efficiency (η) respec-
tively for zero-photon-catalysed TMSV. As it is evident,
photon-catalysis yields the maximum transmission dis-
tance. To be specific, with mode-mismatch-noise δ =
0.01, the maximum transmission distance is ∼ 150 km -
almost 100 Km more than TMSV and 80 Km more than
single-photon-subtracted TMSV. However, it fails to to
improve robustness against the detector inefficiency, as
compared to both TMSV and single-photon-subtracted
TMSV. The lowest possible detection efficiency at which
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FIG. 7. Keyrate vs length for ZPCTMSV for different noise
parameter δ. Other parameters are Tbs = 0.9 and η = 1.0.
Different curves correspond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ =
0.02 (yellow dashed line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ =
0.04 (blue dashed-dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-
double-dotted line).
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FIG. 8. Keyrate vs η for ZPCTMSV for different δ. Other pa-
rameters are Tbs = 0.9 and Lab = 15 km. Different curves cor-
respond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ = 0.02 (yellow dashed
line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ = 0.04 (blue dashed-
dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-double-dotted line).

QKD could be operated is ∼ 0.984 (Fig. 8).

1. Zero-photon-catalysis and photon loss

Before we conclude, it is important to look at the prac-
tical concern of photon loss in generating zero-photon-
catalysed TMSV. As is described in the Sec. IVA, a
zero-photon-catalysed TMSV is generated when the de-
tector at the outgoing ancilla mode registers no photon
or, in other words, the detector does not click. Under
ideal condition or say perfect experimental setup, no click
in the detector means collapse of the state in the |0〉 〈0|
state yielding zero-photon-catalysis. However, in reality,
there is an intrinsic technical issue in generating zero-
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FIG. 9. Keyrate vs transmission distance for ZPCTMSV un-
der the effect of photon loss for different δ. The photon loss
probability is kept very low as p = 0.002. Different curves cor-
respond to δ = 0.01 (black solid line), δ = 0.02 (yellow dashed
line), δ = 0.03 (green dotted line), δ = 0.04 (blue dashed-
dotted line) and δ = 0.05 (purple dashed-double-dotted line).

photon-catalysed TMSV using this method, as discussed
below.
The no click condition can appear in characteristically

two different situations - when the photon in the outgoing
ancilla mode (a) is collapsed in the |0〉 〈0| state or (b)
is lost. As a consequence, the effective variance matrix
between Alice and Bob becomes,

VAB = pVlost + (1− p)Vzpc, (12)

where p is the probability of losing the outgoing ancilla
photon and Vzpc is the variance matrix for zero-photon-
catalysed TMSV. The variance matrix for the photon loss

case (Vlost) is given by Vlost =

(

cosh 2rI 0
0 I

)

, where I and

0 are the 2× 2 identity and null matrices.
To illustrate the effect of photon loss in the genera-

tion of zero-photon-catalysed TMSV, in Fig. 9 we plot
the keyrate vs length for a very low probability of losing
photon p = 0.002. As compared to the no photon loss
case (Fig. 7), even for such a small probability, the trans-
mission distance reduces significantly - from ∼ 150 Km
to ∼ 35 Km. This may be interpreted as follows. The
variance matrix for the photon loss case (12) essentially
represents and gaussian lossy channel. Now, at the oper-
ating parameter region cosh 2r = 50, the additional noise
pVlost in the variance matrix (VAB) is significantly high
to reduce the effective correlation and thus the keyrate
between ALice and Bob.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have analysed the role of non-
Gaussianity in CV-QKD with multimode light under
mode-mismatch. We have shown that both the non-
Gaussian operations, single-photon subtraction as well
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as zero-photon-catalysis, are helpful in mitigating the
noise due to the presence of unmatched modes and im-
prove the overall performance reasonably, as compared to
the Gaussian case. Under ideal state generation setup,
zero-photon-catalysis, in comparison to single-photon-
subtraction, offers the optimal results. It offers the max-
imum distance between the parties around 150 km while
maintaining the keyrate above 10−4 bits/pulse in the re-
alistic situation.
However, in consideration of the photon loss, a major

concern of zero-photon-catalysis setup, the best perfor-
mance of zero-photon-catalysed TMSV is no longer true.
It appears that under the effect of photon loss, zero-
photon-catalysed TMSV offers much less transmission
distance ∼ 35 Km - that is less than the case with Gaus-
sian TMSV. On the other hand, such a situation does
not arise in the case of single-photon-catalysed TMSV
as the QKD protocol proceeds only after the photon
is detected in the detector (which may be made more
precise by tuning Tbs). Thus, in comparison to zero-
photon catalysis, single-photon subtraction offers the op-
timal practical solution for obtaining larger transmission
distance in non-Gaussian QKD in contrast to the ear-
lier results [50, 52, 53, 58]. Nonetheless, it must be
noted that both zero-photon-catalysed TMSV and single-
photon-catalysed TMSV fail to improve the robustness
of the entanglement-based CV-QKD against the detec-
tor inefficiency.
For the keyrate analysis, we have considered a simple

model for the noise factors that are present in the com-
munication channel. However, in reality, there may be
additional factor such as gain of the homodyne measure-
ment, electronic noise of the detector etc. that further
reduces the keyrate as well as the maximum transmis-
sion distance [47]. It may be noted that earlier, analy-
sis of CV-QKD with multimode Gaussian light was cen-
tred around mitigating the effect of mode-mismatch by
considering bright light [42] as well as rearranging the
multiple modes [41]. Moreover, here we consider key dis-
tribution protocol with both the quadrature unlike the

earlier works [41–43] where only one of the quadrature
was measured. Present works offers a different perspec-
tive in terms of enhancement in the performance with
the use of non-Gaussianity as resource. We have consid-
ered single-photon-subtracted TMSV and zero-photon-
catalysed TMSV as the two non-gaussian resources, in
comparison to gaussian TMSV.

One can easily extend the our analysis on the role of
non-Gaussianity in CV-QKD with different kind of noise
such as state-preparation-error [64–66] where the initial
state suffers from side-channel loss prior to modulation.
Nonetheless, compared to the entanglement-based proto-
col, one may further go for more theoretically motivated
model such as measurement-device-independent protocol
which are more promising from the point of view of en-
suring security [47, 48, 51, 53, 54, 58]. Nonetheless, it
will be interesting to analyse the effect of post-selection
rather than actual state generation in non-Gaussian CV-
QKD [67] where one can avoid the issues related to the
generation of non-Gaussian resources. In view of the re-
cent advances on the non-Gaussian operations, we be-
lieve our work provides a realistic scheme to implement
non-Gaussian CV-QKD in a metropolitan area within the
current boundary of technology.
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